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Abstract 
From Borders to Topographies examines representations of the cultural, social, and 
economic exchanges between the English and foreign peoples, whether in London or in the 
Americas, the Levant, and Far East.  In the beginning of the seventeenth century, the English 
forged a social imaginary underwritten by their relationship to the land.  I demonstrate the ways 
in which this imaginary transformed to incorporate the economic imperatives of rivaling 
Continental powers and confronting eastern empires.  In this respect, I analyze the beginnings of 
globalization—how the English negotiated the interdependencies among peoples across the 
world—in the early modern period; specifically, I focus on representations of borders in early 
modern literature—their permeability, their shifting configurations, and the ways in which they 
are reinforced.  I analyze how the English became increasingly obsessed with borders because of 
travel, trade, and colonialism; these factors then delineate economic structures and racial and 
ethnic categories within England.   
My dissertation studies the significance of perceptions of land in Jonson’s and Brome’s 
London and its suburbs, Andrew Marvell’s and Edmund Waller’s Bermuda and the Netherlands, 
Aphra Behn’s Virginia and Surinam, Montagu’s Ottoman Empire, and Daniel Defoe’s globalized 
vision of world trade, ranging from Crusoe’s island and South America to the Far East.  In 
particular, I elucidate how rival factions within England and abroad—whether it is the monarchy 
and developers versus commoners struggling to rule London’s expanding suburbs, or Royalists 
versus Puritans clashing to signify land in the Americas, or Europeans versus other Europeans 
attempting to gain control of contested regions in the Levant and the Far East—lay claim to the 
land in order to augment their power.  
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Introduction 
 
Cordatus. O, marry, this is one for whose better illustration we must desire you to presuppose 
the stage the middle aisle in Paul’s, and that . . . the west end of it. 
…............... 
Orange. What? Signor Whiff [Shift]? What fortune has brought you into these west parts? 
(3.1.23-4).  
Shift. Troth, signor, nothing but your rheum.  I have been taking an ounce of tobacco hard by 
here . . . and I come to spit private in Paul’s.   
…………… 
 Enter FASTIDIUS, DELIRO, [and] MACILENTE 
Fastidius. Come, let’s walk in the Mediterraneum.1  
 
In this scene in Every Man Out of His Humour (1599/1600), Ben Jonson employs the 
topography of the stage to acknowledge the centrality of the Mediterranean and the comparative 
insignificance of the New World.
2
  Shift, a pimp, uses St. Paul’s to post his bills on the “west 
end” of the church to advertise himself and his services in the courtly use of tobacco.  Orange, a 
masterless man, meets Shift in this section of St. Paul’s and expresses surprise that he is not 
strolling up and down the central aisle of St. Paul’s or the “Mediterraneam.”  He covers his 
embarrassment at being found in the far-flung sections of the church by asserting that he merely 
uses the west section to “tak[e] an ounce of tobacco.”  The fashionable set, Fastidius and 
Macilente, use the bustling middle aisle of St. Paul’s to discuss important business matters.  
Jonson’s depictions of the west end of the church as a site appropriate only for the consuming 
of tobacco suggests that he uses the church to interrogate larger cultural and geopolitical 
concerns.  In the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, playwrights such as Jonson 
addressed England’s economic and military marginality by employing the stage to situate 
provincial Londoners within the wider world; specifically, he maps the entire western world 
onto this well-known London landmark to provide an atlas and a guidebook for the English 
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who have been slow to recognize the increasing globalization of trade in the early modern 
world.   
Jonson, in this comedy and in subsequent plays, uses new- and old-world markers to 
overlay on and, in some instances, incorporate foreign lands, into London’s topography and 
social customs.  The frequency with which these markers surface in city comedies between 
1599 and 1642—the closing of the theaters—suggests the historical importance of 
topographical markers for the ongoing (re)construction of national and religious identity.
3
  
Playwrights deploy these sites to legitimize and enfold overseas trade in the ongoing re-
formation of English identity.   At the same time, most city comedies that include some 
references to England’s commercial projects were, by definition, set within the walled city, 
reflecting, paradoxically, attempts to represent exchanges between the audience and foreign 
peoples and customs—albeit mediated on an English stage with English actors—while 
containing contact with other peoples.  That is, these plays merge two competing models of 
English identity: residual forms that perpetuate a tradition of insularity and local trade and 
emergent forms that embrace ongoing commerce in the Levant and the East Indies. 
I analyze the beginnings of globalization—how the English negotiated the 
interdependencies among peoples across the world—in the early modern world; specifically, I 
focus on representations of borders in early modern literature—their permeability, their shifting 
configurations, and the ways in which they are reinforced.   I analyze how the English became 
increasingly obsessed with borders because of travel, trade, and colonialism; these factors then 
delineate economic structures and racial and ethnic categories within England.   
My dissertation uses a topographical model that allows for an analysis of the ways in 
which national identity hinges on two incommensurate typologies: 1) identity is tied to local 
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spaces, and 2) identity is defined relationally in terms of foreign places and peoples.  Even 
recent attempts by Daniel Vitkus and others, who emphasize how the vibrancy of borderlands 
centripetally influences the identity of core areas (14), perpetuate what Karen Barad calls the 
“Euclidean container model of space.”   Feminist critics in the field of science studies, such as 
Donna Haraway and Barad, have begun to rethink ways in which topological analyses are 
conceived.  In this respect, Barad recommends that critics rework their analysis of how 
capitalism structures identity formation to account for the way in which different agents, both 
human and inanimate, iteratively constitute subjects.  She states that “Questions of connectivity, 
boundary formation, and exclusion (topographical concerns) must supplement and inform 
concerns about positionality and location (too often figured in purely geometrical terms)” (240).  
Theoretical frameworks for many scholars of early modern England, though, too often 
emphasize spatial distinctions at the expense of such complex topologies. Peter Sahlins 
maintains that, “National identity like ethnic or communal identity is contingent and relational: 
it is defined by the social or territorial boundaries drawn to distinguish the collective self and its 
implicit negation, the other” (qtd. in Colley 5 -6).  He employs mainly geographical terms to 
define these identity categories.  In contrast, following Barad, I argue that when English 
dramatists link domestic sites that have operated in the cultural imagination of the English for 
hundreds of years, like St. Paul’s, to foreign commercial ventures, a different approach is 
necessary than a narrowly spatial one.    
In Barad’s attempts to reconceive of space and the ways in which a spatial framework 
constitutes race, gender, and, class (separating “us” from “them”), she claims that both 
discursive practices and material phenomena shape ontology.  I suggest that authors recognize 
how political and even natural markers are not stable boundaries, apart from surrounding 
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regions or even far-flung sites, but ones that need to be acknowledged as part of an ongoing 
signifying process.  Specifically, rather than conceiving of “independent objects with 
independently determinate boundaries, Barad coins a neologism “intra-action,” signifying “the 
mutual constitution of entangled agencies,” denoting “the inseparability of objects and 
apparatuses’” (33).  She proposes the “primary ontological unit” of “phenomena”: “a specific 
intra-action of an ‘object’ and ‘measuring agencies” (128).  Using this framework, she explains 
that identity and knowledge about physical environments are a process dependent on 
temporality and spatiality in which “[r]elations of exteriority, connectivity, and exclusion are 
[constantly being] reconfigured” (141).  If playwrights and authors want to challenge the way 
monarchs, developers, and colonialists constitute spaces, they must show how boundaries can 
be reformed to alter the naturalized governing principles of particular spaces. 
In this way, I explore the transition from a society that determines social status based on 
land ownership to one that must negotiate how colonialist ventures and global commerce 
modify existing social relations and the interconnections among sometimes far-flung 
communities.  In particular, I am interested in authors from the early seventeenth century to the 
mid eighteenth century who deconstruct efforts to “solidify” borders and the markers of stable 
national identities.  Mary Floyd-Wilson and others describe English cultural geographies in the 
early seventeenth century by examining how geohumoral theories and other factors contribute 
to fluid conceptions of racial, ethnic, and national identity, and in the late eighteenth century by 
demonstrating how imperialist conceptions of borders harden these same categories.  
Specifically, Floyd-Wilson in English Ethnicity and Race in Early Modern Drama emphasizes 
that: 
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ethnicity was in fact perceived to be the result of a ‘conspirac[y] of causes.’  [W]hat 
constituted ethnological identity was exceedingly fluid and malleable—shaped not only 
by the environment but also by other horizontal, synchronic, and “civilizing” forces, 
such as government, law, travel, diet, fashion, and education. . . . On the continent and 
at home, the English body and mind were cast as exceptionally impressible, vulnerable, 
and inconstant. 
And, according to Etienne Balibar, the redrawing of political borders by European governments 
beginning in William of Orange’s reign (1689-1702) promoted what he terms a “fictive 
ethnicity” designed to distinguish a nation’s people from those just across the border; once 
“Europe” stabilized into a geographic and socioeconomic identity, state powers could then 
“export the ‘border-form’ to the periphery” to “transform the whole universe into an extension 
of Europe” (7-8).  Yet most critics agree that the demarcation of political borders that resulted 
from European conceptions of empire began in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth 
centuries.  While I recognize how adaptable English identity was during the first half of the 
seventeenth century, I want to supplement Floyd-Wilson’s argument by identifying modes of 
national self-definition—even if they were only transitory—because it is necessary to isolate 
and understand what kinds of communities were developing in this period that marks the 
beginnings of English empire.   
I devote chapters to Ben Jonson, Richard Brome, Andrew Marvell and Edmund Waller, 
Aphra Behn, Lady Mary Wortley Montagu, and Daniel Defoe, concentrating on how each 
reconciles fantasies of new-world expansion with old-world mentalities.  While I focus on 
several authors, this dissertation is roughly organized into three sections.  The first discusses the 
way authors represent English attempts to compete with Spain and the United Provinces.  In 
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these two chapters on Jonson and Brome, I consider how various forms of economic exchange 
fractures an English identity that might otherwise—according to birthplace, nationality, or other 
cultural traits—be considered homogenous.  In this section I discuss the plays of Ben Jonson 
and his apprentice Richard Brome.  Jonson and Brome gesture toward the New World but, as 
indicated in his early play Every Man Out of His Humour, both represent it only as the last 
refuge for the dregs of English society: those who perceive the New World as a viable 
destination are marginalized in English society not just because those who embark on this 
voyage have no prospects within England—like Quicksilver and Seagull in Jonson’s Eastward 
Ho (1605)—but also because the New World represents an entirely separate economic sphere 
from the vibrant trading routes that matter to the early modern English.   
In the next section, I analyze how, in the midst of deepening tensions within the 
country, the English conceive of the New World as a possible destination to reinvigorate a 
religion or ideology under duress—whether Marvell’s persecuted and shipwrecked crew in 
“Bermudas” or Behn’s Royalists who conceive of themselves as reliving the contentious 1640s 
and 1650s when James II’s ascension to the throne seemed imminent.  In this section, I am 
concerned with the affinity peoples have to their local landscapes and how their connection to 
the land allows them to re-imagine geographic borders.  For example, Behn represents the 
Native populations of Virginia in The Widdow Ranter and of Surinam in Oroonoko as 
intimately connected to their lands—a sensibility she would like to reclaim for Tories.   
In the last section on Montagu’s Letters from the Levant and Defoe’s Robinson Crusoe 
trilogy, I describe English ventures to the Levant and the Far East and how these confrontations 
with powerful Eastern empires challenge the English’s conception of a cohesive national 
identity dependent on imagined boundaries.  When travelers—whether aristocratic Europeans 
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in Turkey or Crusoe on “his” island in the Caribbean and in the Far East—confront imposing 
and well-established eastern powers, they attempt to take refuge by forming communities 
dependent on restrictive religious and ethnic identities.  I conclude by demonstrating how the 
specter of old-world powers haunts Defoe in the New World in The New Voyage Round the 
World.  His attempt to assert an English identity in South America reflects the unnamed 
narrator’s Eurocentric epistemology of superimposing boundaries on lands unsuited for these 
preconceived conceptions.  When the narrator attempts to overlay old-world boundaries on 
potential colonies, he disassociates himself from its landscape and particular flora and fauna. 
 
1. The Netherlands and the Ottoman Empire: Forming English Identities  
The period that I discuss roughly coincides with the formation and expansion of trading 
companies, most notably James’s confirmation of the Levant Company in 1605 (originally 
formed in 1581), the Virginia Company, chartered in 1606, the Somers Isles Company, 
chartered in 1616, and the South Sea Company in 1711.   These overseas commercial ventures 
radically altered the way the English conceived of their national identity—an identity 
constituted, in part, by their interaction in the marketplace.  As recent scholarship has 
demonstrated, the early modern English understood economics as a social system: individuals’ 
interactions in the marketplace demonstrate their engagement and membership in the 
community.  What happened when this economy expanded, enfolding larger and larger 
communities, from the local to the transatlantic and transnational, in the system?  How could 
economic participation within an emerging global network forge a distinct national 
consciousness?  How might consumers’ participation in the marketplace determine their 
ethnicity and their perception by foreigners?  Because England’s trade with the Levant and the 
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Far East was often mediated by factors and magnates from the Netherlands and the Ottoman 
Empire, I examine how these two economic rivals shape England’s commercial ventures and, 
therefore, their sense of national identity. 
In recent years, substantial scholarship on England’s relationship to the Ottoman Empire 
has described the tension in the ways in which the English perceived this empire: on the one 
hand, they were drawn to the class mobility and opportunities that the East offered; on the 
other, the English defined themselves in opposition to this Islamic other and economic rival.
4
 
This tension usually defined class boundaries, suggesting the ways in which economic 
engagement shaped individual identity.  Nabil Matar “shows that while the European 
aristocratic identity fashioned itself against the Other . . . the commoner was willing to 
transform himself into the Other” (Turks 95).  Particularly, as he argues, “all recognized that 
Christians were converting to Islam more often than Muslims were to Christianity and that the 
infidels challenged Europe not only by their sword but by their religious appeal” (Islam 19). 
Matar has described the “Renaissance Triangle” in which the “Britons borrowed constructions 
of alterity and demonization from their encounter with the American Indians” “in order to 
represent the Muslim as Other” (15).  Yet not enough scholarship has examined how contact 
with the East—and particularly the Levant—was often mediated by the United Provinces, 
England’s economic rival.  On the one hand, the English caricatured the Dutch as slovenly and 
contaminated morally and socially by their avarice, a people not fit to occupy their powerful 
position; on the other, they marveled at the Protestant neighbors as masters of commerce.  Both 
fantasies operate to shape an English national identity that seeks to usurp the United Provinces’ 
commercial supremacy.  The Netherlands’ commercial might in the early seventeenth century 
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helped trigger the English to embark on ambitious commercial voyages to the Near and Far 
East.   
One finds a representative example in Robert Daborne’s A Christian Turned Turk 
(1612).  In the play, Daborne juxtaposes the exploits of the Dutchman Dansikar, who eventually 
“converts” from a pirate to a legitimate citizen, to those of the Englishman Ward, whose sexual 
infatuation with a Muslim beauty and by extension the Turkish state, emasculates him.  The two 
contrasting portraits of global players—one Dutch and one English—allows Daborne to 
examine how Europeans respond to the powerful enticement of the East; he takes pains to 
neutralize Europeans’ attraction to Islam and their attraction to greater social mobility.  The 
plays portrayal of Dansikar and Ward suggests a litmus test for an emerging economic power: if 
the citizens of that country can engage in legitimate commercial activity without succumbing to 
the temptations of the East (“turn Turk”), then their national identity is stable enough to engage 
in global trade elsewhere.  Indeed, the play depicts the ways in which unselfish economic 
activity in service of “home” can foster national identity and contribute to the nation’s wealth.   
The contrasting notions of home held by pirates and merchants are encapsulated in a 
scene between the Englishman Ward and the French merchants, Ferdinand and Albert, when 
Ward captures their merchant ship.  Ward offers beguiling arguments for independence and 
masculinity but does not consider how this identity can be sustained.  The Englishman 
dismisses the French merchants’ pleas to set them ashore, contending that each man of means 
must venture abroad because “home” is not a physical place but a proclivity to seek fortune 
abroad: 
 . . . Is’t not a shame   
Men of your qualities and personage  
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Should live as cankers, eating up the soil  
That gave you being (like beasts that ne’er look further  
Than where they first took food)? That men call “home” 
Which gives them means equal unto their minds,  
Puts them in action (i.33-9)  
Ward defends a piratical sensibility that can free itself from the ties to a homeland—one in 
which individual identity supersedes national identity.  He argues that “home”—enough wealth 
that provides the means to venture abroad and a sensibility that needs “action” to be fully 
realized—should free an individual from the land of his birth.  Ward implies that men without 
“home” must shift for themselves in a land that, presumably, cultivates no binding ties.  
Emphasizing the cultural and economic nature of home, Ward underscores the fundamental 
difference between merchants and pirates: pirates do not conceive of “home” as a physical 
place on the map and unload their goods regardless of geography or nationality, whereas 
merchants, according to Ferdinand’s subsequent rebuttal, have fidelity to one country and, 
therefore, a meaningful relationship to the land.   Ferdinand valorizes merchants who are 
instrumental in defining the “state”:  
You rob the venting merchants, whose manly breast  
(Scorning base gain at home) puts to the main  
With hazard of his life and state, from other lands  
To enrich his own, whilst with ungrateful hands 
He thus is overwhelmed (i.62-66) 
With his encomiums to commerce, Ferdinand presents the counterargument to Ward.  
Merchants alleviate problems of scarcity at home by presumably “venting” superfluous 
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domestic items abroad and receiving in return products necessary to enrich the homeland.  
Ferdinand explains that instead of trading internally, profiting off exchanges among his 
countrymen and thus siphoning national wealth into his hands, he engages in an overseas 
struggle with merchants of other countries to amass wealth—and, in the process, strengthen 
both the nation and a sense of national identity.  Thus Daborne describes a closed globalized 
vision of trade in which English merchants’ gain necessarily means other countries lose wealth.  
A Christian Turned Turk attempts to domesticate pirates or at least warn that only two 
options are available to pirates roaming the Levant: turn merchant or turn Turk.  The play 
resolves the clash between the clemency of the governor of Provence and the merchants who 
Dansikar has preyed on when Dansikar agrees to act on their behalf.  Daborne equates 
remaining a pirate with succumbing to Islam—whether or not he converts—depicting all pirates 
as sexual aggressors: Dansikar’s arrival “Brings in the oppressed merchants whose spoil / Had 
fed his hungry sword with their toil / Made rich his rapines” (xiv.32-34)..  In other words, 
Daborne compares the erotic allure of preying on merchants to the sexual transgressions 
associated with the Turkish state.
5
  Needless to say, Dansikar reforms and admits his sin and, in 
the process, becomes the aggressor against and rival to the Ottoman Empire rather than its 
subordinate.  Ward’s lust for lucre morphs into his doomed attraction to Voada, forcing the 
audience to identify with Dansikar.  In similar ways, Jonson’s Entertainment at Britain’s Burse 
(1609) and Thomas Dekker’s Shoemaker’s Holiday (1599) motivate the English, like the 
Dutch, to engage in overseas trade to rival the East rather than compensate for their inferiority 
by imaginatively resolving the powerful differential or by simply demonizing the Ottoman 
Empire on stage.   
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In The Shoemaker’s Holiday, Dekker chronicles the ascent of Simon Eyre from 
boisterous shoemaker to Lord Mayor of London.  Like Touchstone in Jonson’s Eastward Ho 
(1605), whose overuse of traditional English proverbs suggest that what he represents―an old-
fashioned English identity—is about to be eclipsed, Eyre exemplifies old-world banalities amid 
a creeping cosmopolitanism.  He is, in many respects, characteristic of the way in which turn-
of-the-century playwrights represent London citizens.  In these depictions, playwrights valorize 
honest English trade but call attention to these citizens’ provinciality within a cosmopolitan 
city, defining a national identity but also admitting the English’s tenuous status in a global 
society. Eyre scales the social ladder largely because of the intercession of Lacy/Hans who 
agrees to buy a shipload of cargo from a Dutch merchant on which they each realize fantastic 
profits.  The well-born Lacy, disguised as a shoemaker from the Netherlands to pursue 
clandestinely a citizen’s daughter and escape war in France, mediates between an exiled Dutch 
merchant and Eyre to buy “van sugar, civit, almonds, cambric, end alle dingen” worth “two or 
three hundred thousand pounds” which makes Eyre’s fortune (vii.2-3, 14-15).  This attempt to 
make the riches of the Levant available to Londoners is fraught with ambivalence as Dekker 
dangles the riches of overseas trade while presenting the fantasy that the English can cannily 
exploit the legitimate commercial activities of the Dutch, or worse, conduct trade only by 
assuming a Dutch identity.  As much as Dekker celebrates the London tradesman, he clearly 
depicts Eyre’s ascent as a problematic fantasy: the English tradesman realizes obscene profits 
but only by taking advantage of Dutch commercial networks and sensibilities.  Just as Dekker 
embellishes English ingenuity to interrogate rather than extol England’s commercial activities, 
he belittles fantasies of an Anglicized potentate who can overpower longstanding Eastern 
empires.  In fact, Eyre caricaturizes “Proud Tamburlaine” in the way he refuses to be subdued 
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and treats roughly everyone he meets from scrubbing maid to King Henry the V (or VI; he is 
not named): “Sim Eyre knows how to speak to a pope, to Sultan Soliman, to Tamburlaine an he 
were here.  And shall I melt, shall I droop before my sovereign? No!” (xx.58-61).  While Eyre 
has seemingly earned the right to speak, his verbosity, intensity, and the sheer randomness of 
his outbursts indicate a clearly defined sense of national identity that is incongruous with the 
social, economic, and cultural changes occurring around him. In this way, Dekker warns that 
there are no shortcuts from shoemaker to lucrative factor or powerful potentate. 
In his revealing jeers directed at England’s somewhat precipitous opening of the New 
Exchange, Jonson also calls attention to England’s commercial reach or lack thereof when 
compared to the Dutch.  In his masque the Master of the shop assures the king that he will have 
many luxury items  
cheape[ly] at the next returne of the Hollanders fleete from the Indyes [because] my 
factors from lygourne [a trading port in Greece] haue aduertised that Warde the man of 
warre, for that is nowe the honorable name for a pyrate; hath taken theyr greatest Hulke 
[.] . . . [I]t is thought they will come whom [home] verye mvch dissolued. (ll. 174-181)  
This site, at which high-end consumer goods from the Far East are introduced into high society, 
does not showcase England’s emergence as a commercial power but instead indicates its 
parasitic reliance on entrenched trading networks.  Jonson not only draws attention to the 
absence of legitimate English commercial activity in the lucrative Levant, but also, like Dekker, 
demonstrates the disconnect between their ambitions and ability to negotiate overseas trade; 
only an ambiguous figure like Ward represents England abroad.  As Vitkus points out, on his 
accession James immediately instituted “a prolonged effort to crack down on the institution of 
piracy” and many of James’s “royal proclamations articulate an official willingness . . . to 
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reduce and punish these transgressions.” James denied Ward amnesty in England even when 
offered in exchange for his valuable booty (Introduction 30, 27).  The notion that the English 
six years after James’s accession still depend on pirates to mark their presence in the Levant 
and pester Dutch commercial routes expose that England’s penchant for high-end consumer 
goods has exceeded their commercial networks; this consumerism, without the efforts of an 
English pirate, bypasses established trading partners in northern Europe (and traditional goods) 
to enrich England’s competitors.    
Although the English are wary of fostering a dangerous transculturation and weakening 
any sense of national or religious selfhood, playwrights understand that the English must adapt 
to an increasingly mobile world. Therefore, in The Staple of News and The English Moore, 
Jonson and Brome suggest that English conceptions of identity need to be more flexible to be 
able to interact in a globalized world.  In particular, I analyze how these playwrights 
appropriate the theories of Thomas Mun, a director of the East India Company (EIC), who 
posited, for the first time, that money, instead of supplying a measure for commodities, became 
interchangeable with them, prompting the English to question the intrinsic value of the objects 
themselves and the very benchmarks that gauge value.  Jonson and Brome adapt the vocabulary 
of commodity exchange because, although most English bodies may not reach the ports of 
Turkey, the New World, or even past London’s boundaries, coin that originated in England or 
passed through English hands will. As such, currency devaluation stands in for anxieties about 
identity when individuals cross boundaries and interact with other cultures. Jonson uses the 
analogy of the circulation of money or “species” to depict the spreading of news, emphasizing 
exactly how the essential nature of a commodity is inherently unstable, just as news is mediated 
by the social and political biases of the vendor and consumer. 
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In the opening chapter, I analyze how The Staple of News conflates the written word 
with currency and can be read in the context of 1620s debates over who assigns value to 
England’s currency.  Joyce Appleby’s Economic Thought and Ideology comprehensively 
details the debate between Edward Misseldon, who asserts that only merchants have the field 
knowledge necessary to understand the value of coin and goods in foreign exchanges, and 
Gerald de Malynes who argues that the state has the authority to set value (41-51).  In Jonson’s 
play, after the “emissaries” clearly establish the news as a commodity carried out by “Factors 
and agents,” these agents insist that “all [news] shall come from the mint … Fresh and new 
stamped … With the Office seal: Staple Commodity” (1.5.61-3, 1.5.61-3). Their independent 
news, newly “mint[ed],” sets up a rival to government control.  They disagree with the official 
printing of news; they argue “The very printing of them makes them news,/ That ha’ not the 
heart to believe anything/ But what they see in print” (1.5.52-4).  They then insist on a separate 
sphere that signifies worthiness for their “news” free from the imprint of government approval.   
The exchange of coin as a metaphor for cultural interactions shapes early modern 
notions of ethnicity.  When the jeerers seek to obtain money from the usurer Pennyboy Senior, 
but are unable to because they have no credit, they satisfy themselves by ridiculing him.  
Pennyboy Senior refuses to concede and insistently repeats, “I have no money” (2.4.22, 25, 54, 
58).  Taking his cue from Pennyboy Senior, Almanac asks his friends, “I wonder what religions 
he’s of[?]”  Fitton then replies, “No certain species sure.  A kind of mule,/ That’s half an 
Ethnic, half a Christian!” (2.4.55-7).  Because Pennyboy Senior refuses to lend them money, 
the jeerers label him a “mule,” or someone whose money does not “multiply.”  Because they 
view Pennyboy Senior as a usurer who hoards money and does not circulate it, they hybridize 
him, conflating “specie” with his ethnicity.  The jeerers, then, prompt an increasing urgent 
 16 
 
question: What agent is responsible for setting meaning?  For Jonson, signification is fluid and 
negotiated; exchange fosters transitory identities unlike a land-based economy which 
predetermines social arrangements. 
In the early seventeenth century, the state and elite land speculators, recognizing 
merchants’ growing ascendency, exploit the ways in which new identities are being forged.   
They attempt to strengthen their control over English lands by characterizing those who choose 
not to engage in commercial activity as a racial other, thereby severing ties between these 
English and their homelands. In “A ‘Birthright into a New World’: Representing the Town on 
Brome’s Stage,” I consider how urban expansion in London, as represented in Brome’s The 
Weeding of Covent Garden and The Sparagus Garden, is framed by European models of both 
internal colonialism and new-world expansion. The Netherlands’ practice of “colonizing” land 
reclaimed from the sea and turning it into viable production units suggest to the English ways to 
create more arable land in England.  When the English aristocracy in the 1630s intensified 
development in fen areas long abandoned to the peasantry, it hastily colonized these sites by 
employing Dutch-style land reclamation projects and then introducing buildings that catered to 
an economic elite.  I explore how developers within England and colonists in the New World 
contribute to growing social unrest by ignoring early modern beliefs in the interlocked 
physicality between the land and the people.  The development of London’s suburbs disrupt 
societal relationships because projectors treat the fens as an empty and even harmful 
wilderness, exploiting a fragile ecosystem that commoners relied on, drastically altering 
England’s environment and forcing the former inhabitants to move to less fertile lands. 
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2. The New World: From Wilderness to Ideological and Religious Refuge 
Fantasies of immense wealth and empty landscapes in the New World permit the 
English to defer or forego conceptualizing the inevitable contact and hybridity that occur when 
different cultures interact. The New World, though, provides a fertile landscape for Marvell and 
Waller to experiment with English identity, while the Dutch—either portrayed as permeating 
England with dubious news (figured by Jonson as counterfeit “species”) or as representing, for 
Marvell and many of his contemporaries, problematic subjectivities in which individuals cannot 
draw on a common social imaginary to face external threats—presents the limit case.   Marvell 
underscores the ease with which various immigrants to the Netherlands embrace financial 
markets; this mindset fosters a dangerous transculturation.  Dutch society, then, produces 
individuals who do not make up a cosmopolitan state but instead are so adaptable that they have 
no distinct attributes whatsoever.   
The New World functions as a possible, but ultimately discarded site, to shore up 
English national identity.  Marvell responds to Waller’s celebration of the Bermudas in “Battle 
of the Summer Islands” as exemplifying conditions that might rejuvenate a decaying and 
morally corrupt England.   While Waller holds out hope that the West Indies can correct the 
wayward English rather than perpetuate England’s bourgeois degeneration by serving as a 
market for England’s manufactured goods and an endless storehouse of resources, Marvell 
shows how precluding “conversation” between England and its colonies insulates the colonists 
from England’s contaminating influence, but also underscores that this ideal condition is not 
possible in a shrinking world.  
In my next chapter, I argue that Behn balances traditional gendered portrayals of the 
New World against her conceptions of Native representations of the land in The Widdow Ranter 
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and Oroonoko.  Her depiction of land reveals how the textual representations of American 
topography need to be considered within a transatlantic context that negotiates between what 
Thomas Scanlon terms European “allegories of desire” in the New World and Native 
representational systems that challenge them.  This chapter then argues that the American 
colonies, as represented in Behn’s American texts, can rejuvenate a war-torn English society 
but only if the English access a Native American worldview characterized by strong ties to the 
land—a tenet shared with Royalists; she chronicles the ways in which English colonists either 
distort representations of the New World, or worse, reiterate the conflicts of the Old World. 
 
3. The Old World: Projecting Boundaries to Colonize 
In the fifth chapter, I argue that Montagu’s letters from European and Ottoman 
diplomatic capitals confront European expansionist policies that harden national and cultural 
borders.  She does not offer a conventional analysis of the policies themselves but a critique of 
particular, stylized forms of social interaction.  I argue that Montagu undergoes a three-part 
tramsformation during her travels. In Europe, she notices, with increasing dissatisfaction, a 
worldview that seeks to expand “Europe” while the different nationalities of Europeans she 
meets on her travels retain increasingly insular identities.   As Montagu travels into eastern 
Europe, nearing the borders of the Ottoman Empire, she becomes increasingly frustrated with 
the way in which women’s attire and behavior embody and disseminate European geopolitical 
approaches to so-called diplomacy. In the Ottoman Empire—the second stage—by contrast, she 
embraces a culture in which women respond to her desire to experiment with different 
conceptions of female selfhood.  Indeed, boundaries function as both the obstacle to and the 
necessary precondition for these cross-cultural, liminal explorations of identity.  In the third 
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stage after she leaves the Ottoman Empire, Montagu regresses into the very European mindset 
she set out to critique, aggravating cultural and ethnic divisions and, ultimately, supporting a 
patriarchal and imperial European society in which men control resources, concentrating their 
power. 
My final chapter on Defoe considers how native cultures challenge a worldview that 
depends on the permanence of geographical boundaries. I interrogate western obsessions with 
borders and the ways in which they challenge the imperialistic ambitions of Europeans.  When 
Robinson Crusoe first analyzes the footprint on the beach of his island, he both adds depth to 
the two-dimensional world of the map and treats the footprint in the terms that maps provide 
him.  The foot, according to Crusoe, marks the place humans inhabit, has distinct boundaries, 
and contains discrete elements that map an enclosed entity.  This diagrammatic representation 
of the footprint illustrates Crusoe’s attempt to deal with this indefinite threat by reimagining it 
within a familiar framework.  I then discuss the second part of the Crusoe trilogy, in which his 
interaction with his Russian counterpart, Prince ―, in Siberia, serves as his final desperate 
attempt to reassert a religio-economic identity in peripheral lands.  In the last and final section, I 
set Defoe’s last novel, A New Voyage Round the World (1725), against my analysis of the 
Crusoe trilogy.  While Crusoe eventually recognizes the futility of imaginative mapping to 
shape and reinforce national identity, Defoe, in New Voyage, offers generic maps of foreign 
lands and, consequently, nonthreatening natives.  These maps are easily visualized and 
internalized but all the more disconcerting when the traveler tries to corroborate his mental map 
with the actual topography. He creates imagined topographies that he can then empty of 
threatening “others.”  This strategy, Defoe seems to suggest, ensures that imaginative mapping 
can supersede experiential reality. 
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This arc that I trace from Jonson to Defoe—from the imaginative topographies that 
accustom Londoners and foreigners alike to the rapidly expanding metropolis to the reductive 
mapping of potential colonial possessions—suggests, paradoxically, the possibilities of 
delineating borders both to forge a cohesive imaginary and destroy one.  Defoe’s Robinson 
Crusoe trilogy and New Voyage demonstrate the futility of forcing foreign lands and peoples to 
adhere to predetermined conceptions.  Yet a model of subjectivity dependent on internalizing 
boundaries animates the English public imagination throughout this period in the form of the 
land enclosure movement.  Whether configured as a retreat from modernizing forces or as a 
plantation to subjugate native peoples, demarcated lands are a physical manifestation of a 
psychological state that refuses to consider the tradeoffs of urbanization and the development 
and deforestation of her colonial possessions.   
Notes 
 
                                                 
1
 Ben Jonson, Every Man Out of His Humour (Manchester: Manchester UP, 2001), III.i.1-3, 23-
7, 91. 
2
 See Henry S. Turner: Jonson’s Every Man Out of His Humour “demonstrates how Jonson 
borrows methods of reasoning that were typical of the engineer or the military strategist—a 
‘projective’ analysis of human action in both space and time . . . and transforms them into a 
model for representing action on stage” (39).   
3
 See Jean Howard: “Sites, I will argue, become ideologically charged as they were visiting and 
revisited by various dramatists and as they become connected with particular urban actors and 
with particular kinds of stories.  One play with a key scene set in St Paul’s walk is interesting; a 
series of such scenes by successive dramatists reveal the collective cultural labor by which a 
place become a vehicle through which particular kinds of social problematics are addressed , 
visited, and revisited” (23). 
4
 See Jonathan Burton:  “Unlike the New World, which was more often represented as a site of 
Christian evangelism, the Islamic ‘old worlds’ of Africa and Asia were often figured instead as 
a locus of creedal threats where Europeans risked conquest, corruption, and apostasy” (29). 
5
 See Carmen Nocentelli: “Turkish men were so luxurious and effeminate that the very term 
“Turk” could function as a byword for exceedingly amorous males” (143). 
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Chapter 1 
Economics, Race, and English Identity in Jonson’s The Staple of News and  
Brome’s The English Moore 
 
As recent scholarship has outlined, the early modern English understood economics as a 
social system: an individual’s interactions in the marketplace demonstrate his or her engagement 
and membership in the community.  David Baker, drawing on Craig Muldrew, argues “‘[M]utual 
‘interdependence’ was often thought to constitute ‘society’ itself, and within British ‘society’ . . . 
the ‘currency of reputation’ could be exchanged over considerable distances” (164).  But what 
happened as this economy expanded, enfolding larger and larger trading networks from the local 
to the transatlantic and transnational into the system?  How might economic participation within 
an emerging worldwide network forge a coherent national identity separate from other 
competing nations that operate in the same global marketplace?  If an individual’s identity—his 
or her “currency of reputation”—was reified as a financial object, what were the implications of 
new economic theories in the 1620s in which money’s very nature comes under scrutiny as it 
circulates overseas?  Economic theories that addressed the depression in England in the 1620s 
posited, for the first time, that money, instead of supplying a measure for commodities, became 
interchangeable with them, prompting the English to question the intrinsic values of the objects 
themselves and the very benchmarks that gauge value.  As Thomas Mun, a director of the East 
India Company (EIC), puts it, encapsulating the new theories by which the English must 
understand their world, merchants “venture out . . . to turn [their money] into wares, whereby 
they multiply their Mony, and so by a continual and orderly change of one into the other grow 
rich” (5).1  While this economic policy encourages exchange, de-emphasizing the intrinsic nature 
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of a product, the English, in the face of a loosening conception of England as an insular state 
defined by their relationship to the monarch,
2
 were growing increasingly concerned with how to 
maintain a stable identity.  Recognizing how these policies intersected with their concerns about 
forging (or fragmenting) English identity,
 3
 playwrights and other writers adapted the vocabulary 
of commodity exchange because, although most English bodies may not reach the ports of 
Turkey, the New World, or even London’s suburbs, coin that originated in England or passed 
through English hands will. As such, currency transmutation stands in for anxieties about 
identity when individuals cross boundaries and interact with other cultures.  
Moreover, as Zachary Lesser explains, when the denomination of specie was no longer 
controlled by the monarch, the English began to “imagine an entire sphere of human activity—
what we now call ‘the economy’—as beyond the reach of royal power . . . driv[ing] a deeper 
wedge into” the unity of the nation (902).  If the monarch’s prerogative to assign value to coin, 
predetermining the entire commercial sphere, comes under question, then, considering that the 
early modern English understood economic relations as “constitut[ing] society itself,” how might 
communal or individual identity have been reconceived and what entity would have been 
responsible for assigning that identity?  How, too, would the English have achieved a stable 
identity when their “currency of reputation” had no tangible basis?  I want, therefore, to 
supplement approaches to economic socialization by demonstrating how these new theories 
coincided with English fears of how border crossings and contact abroad with other cultures 
affected English national identity.
4
   
This dynamic emerges in two thematically similar plays from the Caroline era in a way 
that allows us to see how the English theater became a means to expose and assuage these fears: 
Ben Jonson’s The Staple of News (1626) and Richard Brome’s The English Moore; or The Mock 
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Marriage (1637).  In Staple, Jonson merges contentious debates over the nature of currency in 
the global marketplace with cultural anxieties about identity when a flood of immigrants and 
foreign commodities confront early modern Londoners.  The play dramatizes the challenge that 
corantos, such as those published by Nathaniel Butter in the 1620s, pose to Whitehall’s efforts to 
influence the populace; the newly “mint[ed]” news sets up a rival to the state’s dissemination and 
manipulation of information (I.v.61).  In Staple, Jonson uses economic indices, such as “specie” 
or money, to characterize these news sheets, emphasizing exactly how the essential nature of a 
commodity is inherently unstable as news is mediated by the social and political biases of the 
vender and consumer.  Because of its state-imposed limitations—the English were not permitted 
to print domestic news until 1641
5—and its commercial and hyper-political overtones, the news 
sheets exacerbated the tensions among those who obtain their news from these partisan channels, 
court officials and factors who have access to reliable news outlets, and those who eschew 
“foreign” news, instead exchanging local gossip.  These different networks fracture a desire for a 
homogenous English identity and intensify xenophobia in a city that must become more 
cosmopolitan as it swells its boundaries.
6
  Moreover, Jonson demonstrates the way in which 
financial networks and narrative attachments intertwine in this play: the gossip Censure’s tales 
bind tellers to listeners and create a robust, local community, while Pennyboy Jr., who squanders 
his newly-inherited wealth as fast as the Staple can manufacture news, is driven deeper into debt 
and, when he ends up penniless, marginalized by a community that was only tenuously held 
together by his largesse.  But, far from valorizing gossips, like Censure, Jonson mocks them for 
their provinciality, representing the city as a patchwork of shifting networks rather than a 
coherent community.   
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While Jonson registers how economic engagement can shape individual identity, he 
offers no way forward for the English to regain a coherent national identity as imports and a 
globalized network of trade threaten this identity.  Richard Brome’s The English Moore presents 
a solution to how the English can navigate a world in which essential identity categories and all 
mediators of meaning come under question. In her introduction to The English Moore and in his 
book-length study of Brome, Sara Jayne Steen and Matthew Steggle, respectively, describe 
Brome’s debt to Jonson’s Epicoene (1609) but I maintain that the play owes more to Jonson’s 
Staple (7 – 8; Steggle, Place and Politics 126).  Just as the news outlet in Jonson’s play 
publicizes the young prodigal, Pennyboy Jr., as its first news story, Brome’s play begins by 
offering the young heiress—Millicent, who is about to be married, thereby maturating to 
womanhood—as a commodity, or “News worth your hearing” (I.i.speech15).7  Both playwrights 
seize on the news’—and thus commodities’—ontological potential, or their capacity to form 
subjects.  Jonson despairs at rivals to the Stuarts’ economic and thus political hegemony, while 
Brome acknowledges merchants’ growing influence despite statist efforts.  Indeed, the state’s 
efforts to control the printing of news indicate its failure to recognize the speed with which rivals 
to the crown exploit the news’ transformational possibilities.  At the same time, Brome shows 
how, in this new economy, a patriarchal system that relies on the fixed value of women to trade 
on the marriage market is no longer stable.  Thus, as he suggests, women—long accustomed to 
being viewed as objects—can now take advantage of men’s insistence that their value remain 
constant as “precious mark[s] / Of beauty and perfection” (III.i.sp423).  The women exploit 
men’s expectations of an agreed upon standard of value that can measure wealth, all the while 
trading disguises to achieve their desired ends, and thereby controlling the flow of goods and 
wealth around them.
8
  Moreover, while the men seem to misinterpret the news that concerns the 
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women in this play or react in a way that harms their interests, the women profitably interpret it, 
reiterating how the fetishization of bullion—an inability to conceive of commodities as potential 
rather than as finite markers—hinders the English from accurately interpreting the world around 
them. 
 
1. Specie and National Identity 
Jonson’s and Brome’s plays were set during a time of heated debates about how to 
manage England’s economy and what party should be responsible for it.  In her Economic 
Thought and Ideology, Joyce Appleby comprehensively analyzes the various pamphlets penned 
by Thomas Mun, Edward Misseldon, and Gerald de Malynes.  Misseldon, for instance, asserts 
that merchants have the field knowledge necessary to understand the value of coin and goods in 
foreign exchanges, whereas Malynes argues that only the state has the authority to set value 
(Appleby 41 – 51).  Specifically, instead of accumulating bullion, Misseldon as well as Mun 
advocated the East India Company’s export of bullion in exchange for luxury goods from the 
East which factors then can resell for profits.  As Appleby explains, Malynes, opposed to this 
practice, traces the decade’s depression to merchants’ mismanagement of their trade; he claims 
that they pay too much English coin for foreign bills.  Malynes objects to the fact that 
“imaginarie moneys supposed in Exchanges for money, made by Bills of Exchanges, do ouerrule 
the course and propertie of Reall and Substantiall moneys in specie” (477).  For him, specie is 
the “essential quality or specific properties of a thing” and when merchants apply their own 
judgment to their trade they violate the essentialism inherent in “Reall” specie.  
Malynes criticizes merchants who construct value based on their perceptions of the 
conditions of the market.  He instead insists that coins that bear the image of the sovereign—the 
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stamp that generates extrinsic worth—preserves value. 9  The king’s likeness has the added 
benefit of strengthening the people’s ties to the monarch and the state by reinforcing a national 
identity.  These coins promote an insular mindset because once these moneys are transported out 
of the kingdom, they lose the extrinsic value they would have accrued within the boundaries of 
the nation.  Domestic moneys, then, fetishize the border of the nation-state.  “Imaginarie” 
moneys’ value stems from merchants’ expertise, thereby transgressing the borders of a nation-
state that coins reinforce.  According to Malynes, the king, and the king only, should regulate a 
country’s finances: his “world was one of eternal values grounded in the nature of things” (42). 
These “eternal values”—precise amounts of silver or gold content stamped with the king’s 
image—allow the state to regulate the economy.  Moreover, they also preserve the face-to-face 
interactions at the heart of traditional markets; the value on the coin is guaranteed by the king’s 
image on domestic coinage, reassuring consumers and venders. 
Misseldon, however, recognizes the commercial sphere as dependent on market 
contingencies.  As Appleby maintains, he believed that “commerce had its own regularities, 
independent of edict or statute. . . . The merchant . . . could now be advanced as the specialist 
whose information and experience could unlock the secrets of this new field of learning” (47).    
Merchants shift the emphasis from accumulating gold and silver to wielding the market 
knowledge acquired from specific experiences that could be generalized and abstracted as 
economic “laws.”  These early economists dispensed with the view that amassing hard specie 
would contribute to England’s prosperity; exercising their expertise, English traders decided the 
economic fortunes of the nation, weakening the relationship between the state and those who it 
governs.   
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In practice, the implications of these economic theories are well illustrated by Fynes 
Moryson.  Moryson, an avid early modern traveler and prolific writer, is concerned with how the 
value of coin fluctuates as it crosses local as well as national boundaries; he also attempts to 
ascertain the authority that determines these values.  In the process, coin becomes an object to 
interrogate individual and national identity.  In his An Itinerary (1617)―the first recorded use of 
the word “specie” to denote “coin or money . . . [i]n the actual form of minted pieces of metal” 
(OED #3b)―he repeatedly demonstrates anxiety over the rapidly fluctuating value of specie in 
foreign lands; his refusal to empathize with or appreciate the peoples he encounters on his 
journeys and his insular identity overlap with his fear over fluctuating specie.  To avoid the 
unsystematized rates of exchange for trading in specie, Moryson advises travelers to leave their 
coin in “the hands of some trustie friend” at foreign burses; then the traveler can receive his coin 
at the exchange rate decided upon by these merchants.  Merchants in England keep their factors 
in foreign capitals abreast of variations in exchange rates by weekly letters: “For the alteration 
thereof is weekly made knowne particularly to the Merchants, that by letters they presently may 
certifie the same to their seuerall Facters beyond the Seas” (276 – 77).  Moryson finds comfort in 
relying on the business networks of merchants who corroborate exchange rates with burses 
around Western Europe.  Moryson then offers the unrealistic advice to travelers of entrusting 
their money to an intimate group rather than exchanging their monies on the open market.  In this 
way, Moryson maintains economic, social, and moral attachments in ways that replicate the face-
to-face market culture Muldrew describes, one in which, in place of monetary transactions, 
exchange proliferates on the basis of “numerous small, personal, face-to-face acts of credit” 
(124).   
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In another section of his An Itinerary, Moryson ambivalently lauds his countrymen, 
expressing his fear of losing his English identity in his travels: “the English are naturally inclined 
to apply themselves to the manners and Customes of any forrayne nations with whome they live 
and Converse” (91).  He contrasts this adaptability to foreign customs with cultures he deems 
inferior to the English, like the Irish, who are too rooted in their lifeways to convert to English 
practices.  Moryson writes, “the mere Irish by nature have singular and obstinate pertinacity in 
retaining their old manners and Customes” (91).  To combat the chameleon-like nature of the 
English, Moryson clings to merchant networks that provide, in his mind, a tangible connection 
with London’s burse, easing his fears of fluctuating value.   
 
2. Forging Distinct Communities 
Jonson enters the economic disputes of the 1620s by juxtaposing three different 
representations of economic approaches: Pennyboy Jr., a prodigal, who spends his money freely 
and provides a market for imported goods; Pennyboy Sr., his uncle and a hoarder of money; and 
the Cymbal, who runs the “staple of news,” a risky venture promising fantastic gains if 
successful.  These three embodiments of competing economic systems fight over Lady Pecunia, 
or the “Infanta of the mines,” a character who personifies new-world bullion, providing an 
“allegorical composite picture of colonial treasure” (Bach 145).  While Pennyboy Jr. happily 
carries Lady Pecunia abroad and distributes her favors, Pennyboy Sr. “crammed . . . in a close 
box / All three [Pecunia and two of her waiting maids] together, where they saw no sun / in one 
six-months” (IV.iii.44-46).  His father, Frank Pennyboy, disguised as a beggar to watch how 
Pennyboy Jr. spends his inheritance, looks on as his son requests that Pecunia kiss his friends; he 
says in an aside, “here’s the prodigal prostitutes his mistress!” (IV.ii.127).     
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The third economic practice that Jonson considers is one based on speculative 
investment: to start his “staple of news,” Cymbal needs initial capital—in the form of Pecunia—
to pay his agents abroad to gather news, which he then sells to English consumers.  Yet, after 
Cymbal requests that Pecunia “sojourn / In part with me, I have a moiety/ We will divide, half 
the profits” (III.iv.26-28), Pennyboy Sr. caustically turns down Cymbal’s offer: “I’ll ha’ no 
venture in your ship, the Office, / Your bark of six, if ‘twere sixteen” (III.iv.79-80).  The usurer, 
then, wants nothing to do with the staple of news, even though it is projected to bring in “six 
thousand [pounds] a year” (III.iv.8).  If Pennyboy Sr. will “loan” Pecunia to Cymbal, or provide 
the capital to expand it, then the staple, meaning both a business center and monopoly, promises 
an enormous return on his investment.  Cymbal’s desire to transmute new-world bullion into 
dubious and manufactured foreign news that he then vends to the English satirizes economic 
pamphlets that extol merchants’ claim that they enhance the wealth of the nation.  For example, 
the EIC argued against parliamentary detractors that they only “carrye out forreigne Coyne” and 
that “that which they take upp in other places would not be brought into this Realme [otherwise]” 
(qtd. in Lesser 890).  As Lesser explains, “although the Company might not technically export 
English coin,” one MP writes, “[T]hey take up that which should make the coin, and I never 
knew but that a forestaller was as great an offender” (qtd. in Lesser 891).  The news venture, by 
purchasing foreign wares with the new-world bullion they acquire, drains English wealth.   
Catherine Rockwood concentrates on how publications like Nathaniel Butter’s corantos 
dangerously infringe on James’s ability to shape public opinion.  She writes: “After James’s 
Protestant son-in-law Frederick, the Elector Palatine, suffered defeat at Habsburg hands in 1620 
and was driven into exile, the King found himself engaged in an increasingly desperate attempt 
to prevent his country from leaping to the Elector’s assistance. . . . Butter’s corantos . . . 
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provided the English public with provocative accounts of Spanish and Austrian machinations 
[and thus] helped fan the winds of war” (139).10  Rockwood persuasively demonstrates how 
Jonson draws attention to the ways in which these news sheets challenge James’s pacifist 
policies.  I want, however, to underscore that these new sheets prompt Jonson to interrogate the 
wider sphere within which they circulate because they allow him to characterize how commodity 
exchanges shape individual identity.    
The press, unencumbered by monarchical control, frees subjects to seek alternative 
relationships separate from the state.  Publishers attempt to foster a distinct social sphere held 
together by their customers’ engagement with their own brand of news, which mediates 
interactions.  For example, after the “emissaries” clearly establish the news as a commodity 
carried out by “Factors and agents” (1.5.19), these agents insist that “all [news] shall come from 
the mint . . . Fresh and new stamped . . . With the Office seal: Staple Commodity” (1.5.61-3).  
Their independent news, newly “mint[ed],” sets up a rival to government control.  Jonson stages 
Malynes and Misseldon’s debate over whether merchants or the monarch have the capacity to 
control the economy and the circulation of goods and moneys as competing news outlets.  As 
Anthony Parr explains in his introduction, “During the 1620s there was a lengthy dispute over 
control of the foreign posts between [government officers] and the merchants, who fiercely 
defended their right to ‘a post of their own election’” (26). In fact, Parr states that “my froy Hans 
Buz,” the Exchange emissary, “has plausibly been identified with Matthew de Quester, a 
naturalized Dutchman who controlled the foreign posts from early in James’ reign, and in 1619 
was promoted . . . to be official ‘Postmasters for Forraine Parts’” (1.2.n68-70).  The news 
gatherers and editors disagree with the official printing of news; they argue that publications 
under government control designate the “news” rather than the quality or veracity of the actual 
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content: “The very printing of them makes them news, / That ha’ not the heart to believe 
anything / But what they see in print” (1.4.52-4).11  In other words, the government seal, which 
creates the extrinsic worth of coin, already distorts or even nullifies the intrinsic worth.  
Cymbal’s newsmen insist on a separate sphere that signifies worthiness for their “news” free 
from the imprint of government approval. 
By tying together the staple’s maiden news story and Pennyboy Jr.’s maturation, Jonson 
suggests how involvement with a new economic system can be regarded as an ontological 
distinction, forging identity.  The news office’s first piece of news about “The Golden Heir” 
(1.4.7) announces to Pennyboy himself that, “There is a brave young heir / Is come of age this 
morning, Master Pennyboy” (1.5.83-84).  The venture and Pennyboy’s maturity happen 
simultaneously.  In this way, Jonson neatly suggests the news’ capacity to form identities.  There 
is little doubt that Jonson slightingly regards these new ventures such as the one started by 
Butter, the most well-known and most satirized of them, but passages like these suggests 
Jonson’s recognition—and fascination—with the ways in which these new sheets fashion early 
modern Londoners.  Just as Pennyboy Jr. and the staple arrive in the world together, their demise 
occurs at the same time.  Finally fed up with watching his son freely distribute Pecunia among 
his friends, his father throws off his disguise and disinherits his son.  Only after repenting and 
earning his father’s respect does Pennyboy regain his inheritance.  A prodigal no longer, 
Pennyboy Jr. dejectedly asks, “Where is my fashioner, my feathermen,/ My linener, perfumer, 
barber, all/ That tail of riot followed me this morning?/ Not one!—but a dark solitude about me” 
(5.1.16-19).  When he no longer possesses the capacity to circulate wealth, the community that 
formed around him withers away and a “dark solitude” envelops him.  Without his wealth, he 
enters a womb- or coffin-like state.  Thomas, one of the clerks, then informs him that, “Soon as 
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they heard th’Infanta was got from them, / Whom they had so devoured i’their hopes / To be 
their partroness . . . the Office vanished” (5.1.42-50).  Without the capital to continue their 
venture and the market for their goods in the form of Pennyboy Jr., the news office disappears 
along with the visibility of the young heir, suggesting the tight interconnections formed between 
the three. 
The news office, complete with four emissaries “that are sent abroad/ To fetch in the 
commodity. From all regions/ Where the best news are made – Or vented forth - / By way of 
exchange or trade” (1.2.50), operates as a commercial hub that elicits news from domestic and 
foreign sources and distributes these commodities to Londoners and immigrants alike.  Thomas, 
the heir’s barber, who eventually gains a position in the news office with Pennyboy’s financial 
assistance, explains to his benefactor that the staple is a site “Where all the news of all sorts be 
brought,/ And there be examined and then registered,/ And so be issued under the seal of the 
Office,/ As Staple News, no other news be current” (1.2.33-36).  “Current,” meaning both up-to-
date and authentic, categorizes the news, like coin, as a variable commodity contingent on its 
imagined cultural value.  Pennyboy Jr. recommends Thomas as “a neat/ Quick vein in forging 
news” (1.4.132-133), tying together easily accessible precious metals and the nimble pen of 
Thomas who can provide fantastic news accounts for a volatile and impressionable public.  
These “journalists” insist that their expertise adds value to the news, and they profit by relying 
on their intricate network of news gatherers.  Jonson can yoke the news and commodities 
because both accrue their value by how they are marketed to consumers and how much the 
public trusts the entity that controls them.  
Jonson’s audience learns, in fact, that the news merchants merely collect their commodity 
from traditional channels of court and church gossip.  The four emissaries do not travel to far-
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flung outposts; they obtain their news from within London and its suburbs: “The Court . . . [St.] 
Paul’s, [the] Exchange, and Westminster Hall” (I.ii.60).  Thomas claims the news office “sen[ds] 
abroad [the emissaries] / To Fetch in the commodity” (I.ii.51), but they never leave the capital 
city.  The emissaries or merchants do not purchase or vend these commodities in foreign lands, 
but the news they do obtain in England deals entirely with foreign subjects.  The Staple imagines 
an economic system that imports flimsy foreign commodities, domesticates them, and vends 
them at a marked-up price.  In the process, the staple floods the market with foreign 
manufactures, lessening the demand for English products.  In fact, Thomas describes Cymbal as 
the “governor” and “chief” (I.ii.62, 63) of the staple, suggesting that the ability to control market 
forces and the discourse associated with them establishes a separate community that does not 
depend on national boundaries.   
In the 1620s these emerging forms of print compete in the marketplace with other forms 
of popular culture; the tenacity with which local residents cling to local folklore and the 
eagerness of others to consume news about foreign affairs put England in danger of splintering 
into several distinct cultures.  After watching Pennyboy Jr. eagerly purchase news that basically 
amounts to, on the one hand, absurd fear-mongering about the Catholic powers overwhelming 
Protestant ones in Europe, or on the other hand, rousing reports of Protestant ingenuity, one of 
the provincial “gossips” asks her friend, “But how like you the news?” Censure replies, “O, they 
are monstrous! Scurvy and stale! And too exotic” (III.int.12-15).  Rockwood claims that the 
corantos “whip[ped] up” public sentiment for the war with “provocative accounts of Spanish and 
Austrian machinations, thwarting James’s designs to maintain a peaceful reign” (138, 139).  In 
my mind, this episode indicates Jonson’s ambivalent stance in this play regarding the coherent 
community of city wives.  Moreover, Censure embodies the news by characterizing it as 
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worthless, contemptible (OED #2), and “exotic”—an object without interest as it bears no 
relation to her immediate surroundings.  Censure’s xenophobia reveals that her provincial group 
overvalues domestic commodities but they also remain skeptical of Cymbal’s venture and form a 
robust, distinctly English community.  Tattle says a little later, “How should we entertain the 
time else, or find ourselves in fashionable discourse for all companies, if we do not credit all 
[urban legends and local gossip] and make more of it in the reporting?” (III.int.38-41).  Her 
acceptance of the gossip as a valuable commodity allows the upwardly mobile citizen to enter 
society.  The community of city wives exclusively “credit[s]” rumor and embellishes what it 
hears to gain even more prominence.  The gossips overestimate domestic commodities 
maintaining a market in London for English goods.  In other words, while she is fully aware that 
these stories only contain dubious truth value, they choose to participate in circulating them 
anyway.  These women’s ironic ideology constitutes an imagined community in which all 
participants credit each other’s news.12  
Jonson, then, uses the news, identified with specie, to highlight how communities in early 
modern London splinter according to the economic system with which they engage.  When the 
newsmen visit Pennyboy Sr. to “give thee / Some good security, and see Pecunia” or obtain 
money from the usurer for their venture, but cannot because they have exhausted their credit with 
him, they satisfy themselves by ridiculing the usurer.  While their disreputable standing in the 
community seems to justify their inability to obtain funds from Pennyboy Jr., in effect rendering 
them invisible in a society that values individuals’ economic viability, they instead portray 
Pennyboy Sr. as the outcast.  By refusing to concede to their demands and flatly and incessantly 
repeating, “I have no money” (2.4.22, 25, 54, 58), Pennyboy Sr. walks into the jeerers’ charges.  
Taking the cue from Pennyboy Sr., Almanac asks his friends, “I wonder what religions he’s 
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of[?]”  Fitton , who doubles as emissary Court, then replies, “No certain species sure.  A kind of 
mule, / That’s half an Ethnic, half a Christian!” (2.4.55-7).  His mantra—meant to ward them 
off—sets up their joke; his supposed indigence suggests to these newsmen his unreadability.  
Unlike Pennyboy Jr. whose maturation is the Staple’s maiden news story, suggesting how 
alternative economic networks forge subjectivity, Pennyboy Sr.’s identity, as he unfortunately 
emphasizes, is increasingly unstable, inseparable from his own refusal to acknowledge and 
circulate his wealth.  In this context, one’s unwillingness to disperse “specie,” to engage in the 
discourse that signals belonging in the community, renders one’s identity difficult to define.  
Because Pennyboy Sr. hoards money and does not circulate it, the jeerers hybridize him as an 
“Ethnic.”  Jonson combines meanings of specie, creating a new connotation of the word that 
suggests how one’s economic participation differentiates individuals who might otherwise share 
common racial and national characteristics into separate ethnographic groups.  Moreover, the 
jeerers label him a “mule,” or someone whose money does not “multiply,” who is both Christian 
and “ethnic” (or an individual who is “not Christian or Jewish,” “a Gentile, heathen, pagan” 
[OED #1]). The illegibility of Pennyboy Sr.—a figure unwilling to enter his money into 
circulation—indicates the way in which acceptance within a community depends on an 
individual’s economic engagement.  Although Fitton and the others have lost their land and other 
goods to Pennyboy Sr., their willingness to spend allows them to form a collective subjectivity 
that excludes the miserly usurer.   
The jeerers quite clearly resent Pennyboy Sr.’s usury—a pilloried practice throughout 
early modern drama—but, at a deeper level, their very identity is threatened by his economic 
system.  David Landreth, borrowing from Georg Simmel, avers, “the obsession with the physical 
stuff of gold that marks the conventional behavior of the miser is an attachment not to the 
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materiality that is the formed object but to the persistence of potentiality in money” (248).  In the 
early modern period, “avarice is pernicious not only to the sinner but to the world at large, for it 
keeps money from achieving its material telos in circulation. The hoarding of money was 
understood as unnatural, a perversion of the destiny, inhering in the substance of precious metal, 
for its infinitely reiterated realization in directly useful objects” (248). In other words, coins not 
entered into circulation disconcertingly reminds the individuals whose economic participation 
operates as a kind of active gesture in the process of identity formation with each purchase, of 
the fantasy that they engage in—the imaginative, ontological drive to belong to a community.  
When Pennyboy Sr. refuses to participate in this economy and in fact stockpiles other objects—
land and goods that confer titles and status—Fitton must label him as an unreadable Other.  Yet 
the usurer, the extreme example of an individual who does not participate in the prevailing 
economic system, is not the only one stigmatized here.  Although Jonson savagely satirizes how 
these news outlets distort foreign news to agitate Londoners, by using the news as a stand-in for 
money, he calls attention not to the news per se, but to what it allows him to dramatize—namely, 
how commodity exchange forms discrete communities.  If he laments that James’s labors to form 
a coherent community are undercut by the incipient publishing businesses, he concedes that the 
arena to forge new communities is economics.  Jonson’s world in this play, however, is a 
bewildering and frightening place in which the only tight community trades in idle gossip, which 
is meaningless outside of this local economy.  Moreover, economic entities with distinct 
communicative matrices form and dissolve as quickly as their fortunes change, fragmenting 
subjectivities that were dependent on these cultural and economic practices.  In this way, the 
English seem unequipped to complete in a globalized network of trade—a problem that Brome, 
Jonson’s former apprentice, imagines might be rectified by those on the margins of English 
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society—individuals versatile enough to conceive of a financial system in which an object’s 
value has nothing to do with any standardized economic system.      
 
3. Gendering Specie 
Brome’s play The English Moore; or The Mock Marriage (1637) explores the transition 
from a society that determines status based on land ownership to one that must negotiate how 
global commerce modifies existing social relations.  The play portrays the changing 
demographics of London and the effects of the increasing numbers of migrants to the city from 
the countryside and abroad.  It opens with a stir caused by the marriage of Millicent to an old 
usurer, Quicksands, who is most likely a denizen of the city or alien merchant who paid a fee to 
the Crown to attain limited rights in the city.
13
  In this play, Brome reprises the role of Pennyboy 
Sr. through Quicksands; Pennyboy Jr. through Nathaniel Banelass, the womanizer; in a world in 
which women have value only as virgins in the marriage market, he nullifies the value of 
countless young women.  But, instead of Jonson’s Cymbal, his jeerers, and his news venture—a 
spectacular failure which nevertheless ushers in an economic system of globalized trade—Brome 
offers a cast of masterless men who are redeemed by the subtle machinations of Millicent and 
Phillis, a cast-off mistress of Nathaniel’s.  These women appropriate the notion of the 
transmutation of commodities to, in Mun’s words, “multiply their Mony, and so by a continual 
and orderly change of one into the other grow rich.” 
As suggested by Jonson’s earlier play, speculation on identity is represented in terms of 
specie valuation.  In this way, identity assumes racial significations as individuals size up one 
other—while reaching vastly different conclusions—according to outward signifiers supposed to 
indicate value and place of origin.  In a plot designed to deter young men from cuckolding him, 
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Quicksands decides to apply black dye to disguise Millicent as a “Blackamore”: “For keeping 
this month your virginity, / . . . and [to] guard safe / From all that seek subversion of your honour 
/ . . . / this tincture’s laid upon thy face” (III.i.sp433).   Quicksands relies on a mistaken 
assumption that fashionable, moneyed young men will not find value in a black woman.  While 
Matthew Steggle, Andrea Stevens, and others trace Brome’s play to the ur-text of English 
racialized discourse, Jonson’s The Masque of Blackness—a reading certainly supported by the 
play because Quicksands alludes to it—I concentrate on how Brome draws on Jonson’s portrayal 
in Staple of the ways in which “species” assumes racialized connotations, differentiating those 
who circulate their wealth and those who refuse to participate.  Brome, however, accesses 
positive registers of blackness, specifically the way in which it is metonymic for the Barbary 
States’ wealth.  Although Quicksands built up his wealth trading in the Barbary States, he does 
not conceive of the interconnectedness between commerce in the Levant and local city trade.  In 
the Levant, Quicksands, a “Mandeville” (I.iii.sp128) who has traveled and conducted trade in 
Venice and the Barbary States, describes how blackness signifies influence in these regions.  In 
England, though, he mistakenly believes that his fellow Londoners will regard blackness as 
unappealing,
14
 drawing boundaries that no longer exist between the local sphere and the global 
marketplace; in his mind, London and the Levant constitute separate racial and aesthetic spheres.   
After Millicent rebuffs his proposal to wear blackface, Quicksands argues that the 
artificial “tincture” can insulate Millicent from “Envy” and Lust,” or the polluting influences of 
London, that “ayme all their ranckling poysonous arrowes” at her (73).  By applying blackface, 
Quicksands expects Londoners to shun his new bride: black skin color delineates her from the 
community.  His conception of the ways in which geographical boundaries constitute national 
identity mirrors his domestic solution to address the problem of marrying a sought-after 
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commodity.  This way of conceiving of boundaries illustrates precisely what Karen Barad calls 
the “Euclidean geometric imaginary, . . . the view of space as container,” a representation of 
space perhaps best encapsulated by Peter Sahlins, who maintains that, “National identity like 
ethnic or communal identity is contingent and relational: it is defined by the social or territorial 
boundaries drawn to distinguish the collective self and its implicit negation, the other” (223, 5 – 
6).  Quicksands believes that the temporary application of dye will nullify Millicent’s intrinsic 
“value,” and he parades her without apprehension that his “Catelina” will appeal to the men he 
invites to his house.  He assures his guests, “I am mortified to beauty / Since my wife’s death.  I 
will not keep a face / Better then this under my roof I ha’sworn” (IV.iv.sp710).  Yet, as Stevens 
argues, “When used as a device for disguise, blackface carries with it the possibility of aborted 
transformations, of misrecognition, of theatrical unpredictability” (426).  Just as he minimizes 
the wealth of his household, he downplays the “face” of his new “specie”.  By doing so, he 
inadvertently draws attention to (fluid) markers used to signify value or property.  
Quicksands, though, cannot conceive of a world in which signifiers are fluid and 
interpretable.  His servant Buzzard derisively notes that Quicksands hoards the money he 
acquires: “you’ll keepe / All moneys fast enough, whose e’er it be, / If you but gripe it once” 
(III.i.sp417).  Adhering to the economic logic of Malynes, Quicksands accumulates bullion, 
removing it from circulation.  For him, Millicent embodies wealth, and he describes her as the 
perfect specimen of coin: “And now [I will] be bold to see how rich I am / In my concealed 
wealth. Come precious mark / Of beauty and perfection” (III.i.sp423).  Like Pennyboy Senior, 
Quicksands believes that by possessing this perfect specimen of beauty, he has finally attained an 
idealized standard of wealth.   
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In his proposal to Millicent to paint her face with black make-up, he approves of African 
women who have “natural” make-up on their faces—with God acting as the cosmetician—and 
denounces white women who wear cosmetics to better signal their lascivious intentions: 
Has heaven no part in Egypt? Pray thee tell me, 
Is not an Ethiop’s face his workmanship 
 As well as the fair’st lady’s? nay, more too 
Than hers, that daubs and makes adulterate beauty? 
Some can be pleased to lie in oils and paste 
At sin’s appointment, which is thrice more wicked. 
This, which is sacred, is for sin’s prevention. (III.i.sp435) 
Athéna Efstathiou-Lavabre teases out the contradiction in Quicksands’ rhetoric: as God created 
black women, they are more beautiful than women who apply artificial cosmetics to their faces, 
but when he usurps the role of God, violating His workmanship by disguising Millicent as a 
Moor, the same rhetoric that he applied to white women who wear make-up should apply to his 
actions.
15
  Quicksands, though, commits two mistakes: he believes that there exists a material 
relationship between outward signifier and an intrinsic morality and that he can imbue the paint 
with a “sacred,” transcendent quality that wards off potential lovers and renders the commodity a 
passive instrument obedient to his will.  While participating in and, in fact being the chief force 
behind, a more fluid economic system that consolidates wealth and unmoors individuals from the 
social position that estates confer, he clings to Millicent as the one inviolable status symbol in 
the play.   
Obviously aware of the men’s conception of her, Millicent taunts them by affecting to be 
sexually experienced rather than a chaste maiden.  Testy, Millicent’s uncle, marries her to 
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Quicksands for his “fair estate” (I.iii.sp128).  Specifically “bred . . . from the cradle up” for this 
occasion (I.iii.sp128), Millicent forestalls the transaction by singing lewd songs and urging him 
upstairs, cheapening her value: “And ever she sung, ‘Sweet, turn thee to me, / We’ll make the new 
bed cry jiggy joggy” (I.iii.sp155).  Seemingly endeavoring to teach them that value exists 
independently of public perception, Millicent warns Quicksands and Testy that her value should 
not be solely determined by public opinion: “Suppose me false already? ’tis perhaps / Their plot 
to drive you into that opinion. / . . . / And if they tell you all your gold is counterfeit, / Throw that 
out after me” (II.ii.sp318).  While she avers that people and objects have an inherent value, her 
plea seems quaint in a play that reiterates constantly the way in which public perception shapes 
desire.  In this way, she reaffirms Quicksands’ notion that she above all other women is the 
standard of virtue and chastity; Testy responds “Now she speaks woman,” while Quicksands 
states, “I know not what I can deny her now” (II.ii.sp319, sp324).  She decides then to “take 
charge of myself; / And doe fair justice, both on them and you”; and she “crave[s]” Quicksands’ 
“faithful promise not to attempt” her in order to carry out her plan (II.ii.sp320, sp327).  Testing 
how the men will respond, and confirming their convictions of an immutable but nonexistent 
inherent identity, she sets in motion a plot to exploit these patrilineal presuppositions.   
Quicksands’ mastery of an economic system in which he engrosses the wealth of those 
around him renders him too formidable to compete with; instead Nathaniel and his friends must 
access alternative economic practices that Quicksands either does not control or cannot 
comprehend.  The usurer has been a “bottomless devourer of young gentlemen” and “has / 
Undone by mortgages and under-buyings / So many Gentlemen” (I.i.sp25); by preying on 
Nathaniel and his friends Vincent and Edmond, who are desperate for ready cash to support their 
city lifestyle, Quicksands wrangles their estates from them, forcing these men to become stock 
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jobbers instead of landed gentry.  Indeed, to rewrite the wrongs committed by Quicksands, one 
of these impoverished young men, Vincent, suggests:  
His wrongs are common to us;  
So shall his wife be, can we purchase her. 
To which we must take time for best advantage; 
And then our lotts, and turns, & equal shares.
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These men, as Kim F. Hall points out, explore ways to “make Millicent ‘common’ to them in 
economic retaliation . . .  in place of the money Quicksands withholds” (166).  Nathaniel and his 
friends then have a subtle understanding of emerging economic practices and inscribe the 
economic logic of joint-stock enterprises on Millicent.
17
  They seek the “time for best 
advantage,” underscoring how their “investment” not only reifies her, but suggest, unlike 
Quicksands, that Millicent is fungible object that increases in value and has transmutable 
properties—traits that Millicent appropriates to evade both Quicksands’s hoarding and 
Nathaniel’s spendthrift practices.  Buying in low and waiting for the profits to come rolling in, 
they hope to “purchase” Millicent by seducing her, ensuring a monopoly of her sexual favors and 
believing that when the time arrives to receive their shares, their profits will exceed what they 
lost.  In other words, they plan a hostile takeover of Millicent.   
Yet as Vincent points out, their investment is largely contingent on public perception of 
Milicent’s value, and he warns Nathaniel not to be too eager, in this sense, to cash in on the stock 
before it has reached its full potential: “Did we bring you the news for you to run / And prevent 
us, do you think?” (I.ii.sp77).  Indeed, when Quicksands conflates his wife with specie, he thinks 
this object will retain its value if properly protected; but, as Vincent emphasizes, the value of 
“news” is more abstract in the sense that the final yield of the commodity as it fluctuates in value 
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is dependent on how the various parties perceive it at the moment it is exchanged.  In the first 
scene, Millicent’s marriage to Quicksands is packaged as “News worth your hearing” 
(I.i.sp15)—a topos that Brome borrows from Jonson because it illustrates the complex variables 
surrounding commodity exchange.  When Nathaniel Banelass vows to cuckold Quicksands, a 
plan presented to Theophilus, Millicent’s faithful devotee, as a way to recoup the “large loss of 
your betrothed love,” he threatens to “rip you for’t” (I.ii.sp81, sp84).  Later, Theophilus, hoping 
to hear better news, greets his servant Arnold with, “Me thinks I read good news upon thy face” 
(III.ii.sp541).  Theophilus, though, again interprets the news—that Millicent has supposedly “run 
away”—quite differently when he threatens to kill his servant for his “joyful news,” believing 
that Quicksands has murdered her (III.ii.sp544, sp546).  Because the play has already tied money 
to the possession of women, Brome, like Jonson before him, explores how news portending 
Millicent’s availability to men—or financial speculation—demonstrates not just how signifiers 
such as blackface are fluid, but that all representational meaning is contingent on the 
circumstances when the “news” is exchanged.  Brome, then, suggests the instability of 
superficial, or extrinsic, markings. The town residents enter an indeterminate economic zone in 
which they are forced to decipher value from outward signifiers because of Quicksands’ 
practices of “devourer[ing]” land. 
As the experienced merchant, Quicksands believes he can control the market for certain 
goods and dictate perceptions about how much wealth he possesses.  For example, he circulates 
the news of Millicent’s escape—merely an elaborate ruse—to lure the jeerers, Quicksands’ 
enemies who have mortgaged their lands and annuities to him, to his house.  To distribute this 
rumor, Quicksands turns his servants out on a trumped up charge of not properly guarding his 
new wife so that  
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they will rumour so to my disgrace 
Abroad, that all my envious adversaries 
Will, betwixt joy of my conceived misfortune 
In thy dear loss, and their vain hopes to find thee, 
Run frantic through the streets, while we at home 
Sit safe, and laugh at their defeated malice. (III.i.sp425)   
Representing Millicent as an argosy that has foundered “abroad” and has therefore significantly 
impaired his fortunes, Quicksands believes he can control market forces in which he artificially 
makes available the limited resource that different groups are struggling to amass; he, however, 
misunderstands the nature of these commodities.  Although he hears from Phillis that his “news 
goes current” (III.ii.sp465), meaning both that his news is circulating around town and that it has 
been authenticated as “true,” he, ironically, is duped by her story that she is an “innocent country 
mawther” looking for work.  Using East Anglian dialect for “a girl or young woman” (OED #1), 
she reinvents herself as an unsophisticated immigrant to the city.  She only seeks a position with 
him because Nathaniel has abandoned her; she explains that “my honor / . . . is so cracked / 
Within the ring, as ’twill hardly be soldered / By any art” (IV.iii.sp701).  She understands herself 
as debased currency and fears that she cannot restore her value on the marriage market.  Yet her 
situation liberates her to exploit the economic conditions Quicksands has created but cannot 
properly manage.  Although she angrily recounts to Millicent, “Fie on that wicked fellow, / That 
struck me into such a desperate hazard” (IV.iii.sp701), it is this realization that she enters into an 
uncertain economic realm that propels her to reinvent herself.  In an economy in which notions 
of value are fungible, it matters little that within one market—the marriage market—Phillis’s 
value is cracked; she can simply transmute and offer herself on a different market to realize 
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fantastic profits.  Hearing that he has turned out his servants, Phillis dresses up like a “Norfolk 
Woman” and affects the dialect of the region.  Quicksands hires her as his new servant and 
privately assures himself that “Her looks speak wholesomeness” (3.1.sp467), confidently relying 
on his ability to read outward signifiers.  It is Phillis, though, who can see through disguises.  
Quicksands tells her that his wife is dead in a plot to entice her to bed, “not dreaming [she] / Had 
made discouery of an English face [Millicent] / Vnder a Barbary dye, & his more base / And 
barbarous Vsage.”18  As he believed that black dye effectively effaced Millicent, Quicksands 
does not anticipate that a “Norfolk” “maid” can recognize a countrywoman or penetrate the 
“tincture” (3.1.sp449, sp448).  The women’s ability to read signs accurately sets them apart from 
the men. 
When the town gallants arrive at his house for a funeral feast, he plans to reveal a radiant 
Millicent: “In which I mean thy beauty shall break forth / And dazzle with amazement, even to 
death / Those my malicious enemies, that rejoiced / In thy supposed escape and my vexation” 
(IV.ii.sp610).  Comparing the removal of the black paint to opening his treasure chest to reveal 
his jewels, he exposes the fallacy of his plan: he believes that specie/women cannot undergo 
transmutation.  When he begins to paint Millicent’s face, Quicksands’s eulogy to Millicent’s 
beauty reads as a treatise on the practice of hoarding wealth: 
Oh let me kiss ye  
Before I part with you—now, jewels, up 
Into your ebon casket. And those eyes, 
Those sparkling eyes, that send forth modest anger 
To singe the hand of so unkind a painter, 
And make me pull’t away and spoil my work, 
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They will look straight like diamonds, set in lead 
That yet retain their virtue and their value. (III.i.sp439) 
Only by momentarily concealing her beauty can he preserve Millicent’s “value.”  Moreover, by 
accumulating all the tangible wealth of those around him, he believes that he removes the ability 
of his enemies to harm him.  Yet it would be a mistake to downplay the erotics of this scene.   
Quicksilver’s sadistic practice of imprisoning Millicent—he calls it committing a 
“murder . . . upon [her] cheek” (III.i.sp439)—only to exhibit her when his enemies arrive, must 
be considered on several different registers.  In a way, he echoes Pennyboy Sr.’s treatment of 
Pecunia: the only index of economic prowess is how much bullion can be hoarded.  His titillation 
then stems from not only from, in a sense, violating Millicent—although he cannot sexually 
penetrate her, he can diminish her value in the eyes of the others—but also from his belief that he 
has properly sequestered Millicent and he alone can “enjoy” her.  But he also reenacts scenes in 
which contact with Turkish woman destabilizes rigid English social and cultural codes even to 
the point that travelers’ ties to England weaken, rendering them supple vassals of the Islamic 
potentate.  For example, when Donusa unveils herself for Vitelli in Massinger’s The Renegado 
(1623), he exclaims, “What wonder look I on!”; or, when Voada in A Christian Turned Turk 
(1612) appears before Ward, the enraptured English pirate says, “Here comes an argument that 
would persuade / a god turn mortal” (I.iii.141; vii.90-1).  By exoticizing Millicent, Quicksands 
reinforces the young landed gentry’s dispossession and impoverishment, thereby undermining 
the secure social status that property entails.  At the same time, however, he falls victim to the 
enticement of “Turkish” women, undercutting his plan that relies on Londoners’ perceptions that 
the allure of Mediterranean wealth does not extend to the isle of England.    
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Quicksands, though, despite the fact that he is the one character who has travelled outside 
of London, does not conceive that the different regions mentioned in the play—East Anglia, 
London, and the Barbary States—are interconnected.  He says the disguise “was the quaint 
device / Of a Venetian merchant, which I learnt / In my young factorship” (III.i.sp431), implying 
that his master in Venice adopted blackface to trade more easily with the dominant power in the 
Levant, the Barbary States.   A way to “turn Turk” without (presumably) converting to Islam, 
applying blackface seems to have allowed the rich usurer to flourish in the Levant.  Quicksands 
associates the application of the tincture with economic triumphalism because this process 
duplicates in a way his mercantile success in the Levant: he must reenact his early commercial 
success by surrounding himself with blackened “Moors.”  Quicksands informs his guests that 
they will be entertained with North African slaves/performers whom he has borrowed from his 
network of current and former merchants (although they are hired servants): “Yes! I have 
borrowed other moors of merchants / That trade in Barbary, whence I had mine own here, / And 
you shall see their way and skill in dancing” (IV.iv.sp720).  While the Islamic other was often 
derided to reinforce western Protestant identities and to contain ideologically the Turkish threat, 
the audience would have likely viewed Barbary trade as a lucrative venture.  As Daniel Vitkus 
points out, “men were drawn to the Barbary States in search of work, livelihood, and settlement . 
. . [T]he borders between Christian Europe and Muslim North Africa were porous” (Introduction 
2).  Quicksands understands blackness then as a way to integrate into the dominant culture in the 
Mediterranean, not realizing that others whom he deems less worldly will conceive of blackness 
in similar ways.   
To thwart Quicksands’ scheme to showcase his treasure, Millicent and Phillis decide to 
blacken Phillis’s face to allow Millicent to escape.  While the men have already reified them, 
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Phillis and Millicent appropriate this perception of them and trade disguises, illustrating how 
circulation removes any inherent trace of the object being exchanged.  Quicksands hires Phillis 
because “That Bow lane purveyor, hath fitted me / With serviceable ware these dozen years” 
(III.ii.sp467).  Adhering to Quicksands’s perception of women as “ware,” Phillis fashions herself 
as a vendible commodity from East Anglia.  She informs Millicent that she will then “act your 
moor’s part” to regain her lost honor (IV.iv.sp703).  A discarded mistress of Nathaniel’s, Phillis 
now inspires desire (4.4.sp713).  Nathaniel, who has had sex with women “of all ages, that are 
pressable / . . . and of all complextions / From the white flaxen to the tawney-moor” 
(III.iv.sp571), is drawn to Millicent/Phillis because she exceeds in darkness any woman he has 
previously slept with.  Seeing Millicent in the disguise, he says, “The handsomst rogue / I have 
e’er seen yet, of a deed of darkness; / Tawny and russet faces I have dealt with / But never came 
so deep in blackness yet” (IV.iii.sp717).  In other words, Nathaniel, who represents the polar 
opposite of Quicksands’ hoarding, exhausts the value of every woman he meets by making them 
unavailable for the marriage market—a practice as detrimental to England as Quicksands’ model 
of storing wealth.  When Nathaniel “succeeds”—Phillis, of course, has entrapped him—in 
drawing her away from the dancing revelers, Quicksands, believing that Nathaniel has finally 
cuckolded him with Millicent, agrees to divorce her and give her away to Nathaniel.  For his 
“folly” of marrying a young, desirable wife, he agrees to part with “My chains, and jewels, worth 
a thousand Pounds” that adorn Phillis (V.iii.sp1039).  Recovering more than the twice the value 
of Nathaniel’s pawned goods and her “cracked” honor, Phillis creates surplus value by 
circulating herself as a desirable commodity.  Vending herself first as a maiden from the north of 
England, then as a foreign commodity, she finally reveals her “true” self to engross wealth and 
restore her honor.  
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Quicksands’s connections with East Anglian commercial activities reiterate his static 
conception of value and the ways in which others can manipulate this mercantilist worldview.  
When he meets Phillis he shows an intimate knowledge of the region because he has placed his 
mentally disabled son with a family there.  He characterizes Thripperstown, “near the city of 
Norfolk” (III.i.sp454), as a place “Where they live much by spinning with the Rocks” 
(III.i.sp455), a three-foot-long distaff used to spin yarn.  While East Anglia, London, and the 
Barbary States may seem immaterial or haphazard geographical references in a comedy that 
announces it might as well have been set in “Rome . . . as here at home” (Pr. 16-17), the suburbs 
of Norfolk carried on a “booming” business in the Caroline period, “especially for trade with 
India and the Levant” (126).  The play then “situates London on the trade route between East 
Anglia and the Far East. . . . Quicksands is the figure who links the two sides of the play, here 
represented as the two geographical ends of a trade with London in its centre” (129).  More to 
the point, the specter of this banished son comes back to haunt Quicksands in the form of 
stockpiled goods.  Nathaniel and the other jeerers present him with his servant disguised as his 
mentally-handicapped child, who Quicksands believes, is safely stored in Norfolk.  Arnold, 
Theophilus’s cast off servant disguised as “a poor Norfolk man” (IV.v.sp836), the country 
surrogate for Quicksands’ son, states, “we are not bound / To keep your child, and your child’s 
children too” (IV.v.sp857).  Quicksands’ attempt to consign his son in the country backfires on 
him, suggesting that his economic philosophy to remove from circulation supposedly worthless 
commodities collapses.  Arnold explains, “Sir, by his cunning at the rock, / And twirling of his 
spindle on the thrip-skins, / He has fetched up the bellies of sixteen / Of his thrip-sisters” 
(IV.v.sp859).  Arnold’s metaphor—Quicksands’s son dexterity at “twirling of his spindle on the 
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thrip-skins” creates a backlog of textiles—indicates that economic policies of accumulating 
domestic wealth produces a drain on the local economy. 
This plot by the jeerers proves to be an effective one as both Edward and Vincent regain 
their lost estates; they ask, “What will you give us now and we’ll release you / Forever of this 
changeling charge of yours?” (V.iii.sp1087).  Quicksands replies, “I’ll cancel both your forfeit 
Mortgages” (V.iii.sp1089).  Although the men practice a form of revanchism—they regain their 
lost estates—these jeerers, more importantly, emulate the women by focusing not on intrinsic 
value, but on an “imaginary” conception of wealth, “overrul[ing] the course and propertie of 
Reall and Substantiall moneys in specie,” to use Malynes words.  While disguises are, of course, 
a staple convention in comedy stretching back to classical drama, Brome’s characters 
specifically don disguises to call attention to the confusion over economic markers; Quicksands’ 
“counterfeit Servant” (V.iii.sp1038) commands a much more exorbitant price than the “true” 
commodity, just as Phillis’s multifunctional black make-up that signifies Millicent to Quicksands 
and a Moor with rich black skin to Nathaniel restores her “cracked” honor.  While Steggle is 
concerned with the depictions of characters from Norfolk and of blackness as “pointedly unreal” 
and “unrepresentable in the world of The English Moor” (129), Brome seems to present a very 
modern world in which everyone is imbricated in a global economic system and those who 
succeed exploit precisely those individuals who expect commodities to retain some sort of 
recognizable traces from the places they have been.  Indeed, as Mark Netzloff argues, “in 
emergent capitalist forms of commerce, the goals of exchange extend beyond a single direct 
transaction and are predicated upon a constant process of circulation that exceeds identifiable 
markers set by participants or object, thereby becoming an untraceable, disembodied process” 
(22).  Far from being threatening, the English can appropriate these economic theories to try to 
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ease fears about the otherness of the Barbary States or the Ottoman Empire that take the form of 
sexual deviance and blackness, which, in actuality, mask fears of economic and military 
inferiority.  If economic theories about commodities suggest that traditional standards of wealth 
no longer guarantee a robust economy and that, in fact, encouraging circulation and 
transmutation contributes to financial vibrancy, then transculturation can be harnessed to 
compete with economic powers like the Dutch.  
 
4. Coda 
Brome suggests that the Barbary States’ appeal for the English—they were drawn to the 
class mobility and opportunities that the East offered—can be appropriated, Anglicized, and 
purified by resourceful English women.  Millicent evades Quicksands but, to do so, she must 
paradoxically prove that the English identity is transmutable even as she displays what Jean 
Howard terms, in another context, a “heroic embodiment of the entrepreneurial spirit” (158).  By 
claiming the wealth that Quicksands—a denizen of the city who made his initial fortune 
abroad—engrosses from the young generation of English men who cannot hold onto traditional 
status symbols and from his factorship in the Levant, Millicent and Phillis transgress rigid social 
and cultural codes stipulating that within territorial boundaries an individual is defined by class 
position or the racial characteristics of that region.  Instead they adopt whatever disguise can best 
suit their exigencies.  Brome then provides a solution to Moryson’s and Jonson’s angst about 
English identity in an age in which England vies for economic superiority.  By “a continual and 
orderly change of one into the other,” the women domesticate the wealth Quicksands accrued in 
the Mediterranean as well as restore the men’s estates within England.  By doing so, the women 
“grow rich” and reconstitute a stable identity underwritten by land ownership. 
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Notes 
                                                 
1
 Analyzing this shift in thinking that Mun initiates, Valerie Forman writes: “the accumulation of 
wealth depends on not simply an exchange of wares for money, but the repeated transformation 
of one into the other” (5).   
2
 See Richard Helgerson: “The monarch was unquestionably the single most powerful unifying 
force in the English state” (9).     
3
 Theater is usually the venue, as Jean Howard puts it, by which “people of the period . . . made 
sense of this fast-changing urban milieu” (2). 
4
 In addition to the works already mentioned, see, among others, David J. Baker, On Demand: 
Writing for the Market in Early Modern England (Stanford: Stanford UP, 2010); Joyce Appleby, 
Economic Thought and Ideology (Princeton: Princeton UP, 1978). 
5
 Anthony Parr explains that “a Star Chamber ban on domestic reporting remained in force until 
1641” (22). 
6
 As Benedict Anderson writes: “fellow-readers, to whom they were connected through print, 
formed in their secular, particular, visible invisibility, the embryo of the nationally imagined 
community” (44).  If readers then consume the news as dictated by these merchant-journalists, 
then they begin to imagine themselves as a separate community.  And because the news printed 
at this time was exclusively foreign, this imagined community could be very distinct from those 
without the means to purchase these new sheets.  
7
  Steggle, in his online edition, operates from the Octavo collection (O) Five New Plays (1659) 
and argues that the “MS represents the play as first performed, and that O represents a revised 
state of the play, possibly associated with an otherwise unknown revival in 1641 or 1642” (para. 
17).  See his textual introduction for more detail at Richard Brome Online 
(http://www.hrionline.ac.uk/).    
8
 As Jonathan Gil Harris reminds us, “the terms of foreign exchange are organized around a 
standard denomination of weight in early modern western Europe, the mark” (33). 
9
 See Marc Shell: “The eventual development of coins whose politically authorized inscriptions 
were inadequate to the weights and purities of the ingots into which the inscription were stamped 
precipitated awareness of quandaries between face value (intellectual currency) and substantial 
value (material currency)” (1).   
10
 My essay, too, builds on arguments about rumor’s challenge to sovereign power.  In an article 
on the personification of rumor in 2 Henry IV, Meredith Evans claims “Rumor’s annexation by 
competing powers is, in part, what constitutes its relevance for interrogations of sovereignty.”  
See her “Rumor, the Breath of Kings, and the Body of Law in 2 Henry IV,” Shakespeare 
Quarterly 60.1 (Spring 2009): 1-24, 8.   
11
 See also Jonson’s News from the New World Discovered in the Moon, in Ben Jonson: The 
Complete Masques (New Haven: Yale UP, 1969), 292-305.  The “Factor” in that play exclaims, 
“And I have hope to erect a staple for news ere long, whither all shall be brought and thence 
again vented under the name staple-news”; but, with Parr, I argue that the quarrel between the 
merchants and James’s over the control of foreign posts and, more importantly to my argument, 
the economic disputes among Malynes, Misseldon, and Mun need to gather steam before Jonson 
can fully explore the connections between the circulation of news and specie.  Without the 
Pennyboy clan in News from the New World, Jonson’s masque lacks many of the complexities 
explored here. This Twelfth Night masque for 1619-20 was more concerned with appeasing the 
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different factions the year before the Thirty Years’ War began; see Martin Butler, “Jonson’s 
News from the New World, the ‘Running Masque,’ and the Season of 1619-20,” Medieval and 
Renaissance Drama in England (1993): 158-178.   
12
 See Slavoj Žižek: “The cynical subject is quite aware of the distance between the ideological 
mask and the social reality, but he none the less still insists upon the mask” (29). 
13
 See Jean Howard, 44 and 226n41; John Stow details the origins of Quicksands’s district: “so 
called, of a privilege sometime enjoyed to keepe a Mart there; long since discontinued, and 
therefore forgotten, so as nothing remaineth for memory, but the name of Mart lane, and that not 
uncorruptly termed Marke lane”  (161). And, although Kim F. Hall mistakenly states the play is 
set in Venice, as Steggle points out, her argument that Brome re-examines English conceptions 
of blackness in light of the commercial and military rivalries of the early- to mid-seventeenth-
century remains the foundation of many subsequent readings: “England’s moving from 
geographic isolation into military and mercantile contest with other countries . . . sets the stage 
for the larger process by which pre-existing literary tropes of blackness profoundly interacted 
with the fast-changing economic relations of white Europeans and their darker ‘others’ during 
the Renaissance” (3-4).   
14
 As Andreas Stevens explains, “In plays such as John Webster’s The White Devil (1612), 
Moorish serving maids are negatively portrayed as unchaste, their blackness thought to invite 
rather than repel sexual attention. It soon becomes clear that Quicksands makes a poor reader of 
black bodies” (421).   
15
 See Athéna Efstathiou-Lavabre: “En effet, ce n’est plus la femme qui usurpe le rôle du 
Créateur en se maquillant, mais c’est l’homme qui va s’approprier ce rôle et violer cette divine 
beauté” (222). 
16
 The Octavo version does not include the last two lines; the entire speech appears in the MS 
version of The English Moore; see Steen’s edition, II.ii.81-84. 
17
 See Ceri Sullivan for her definition of a joint stock company: “The joint stock company was . . 
. composed of transferable shares owned by a number of people . . . and was associated with 
risky or exploratory business (such as trading in the Americas)” (150n39).   
18
 This speech, too, appears in Steen’s edition, IV.iii.44-47. 
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Chapter 2 
A “Birthright into a New World”: Representing the Town on Brome’s Stage 
 
England in the 1630s witnessed increasing hostilities between puritans and royalists as 
different religious and political groups competed to shape the way the English conceptualized the 
newly constructed town locales.  During this period, such sites as Covent Garden, Asparagus 
Garden in Lambeth across from Whitehall, the New Exchange in the Strand at Westminster, 
among others, emerged as contested spaces among the court, the city, and the country.
1
  Most 
critics characterize the dramatist Richard Brome as siding with the town gentry and depicting 
these upscale districts in his plays as oppositional hotbeds to Charles’s increasingly autocratic 
rule.  While R. J. Kaufmann, Julie Sanders, Martin Butler, and, more recently, Matthew Steggle 
and Adam Zucker emphasize the setting in Brome’s plays, they largely overlook the way these 
suburban developments were imagined as colonial ventures.
2
  This essay examines how the 
establishment of the town, as represented in Brome’s plays, is framed by European models of 
both internal colonialism and new-world expansion.
3
  Even though my essay treats mainly 
Carolinian drama, I also discuss Ben Jonson’s plays in order to contextualize the way in which 
Brome brings together two seemingly different functions of Jacobean drama: to familiarize 
recent arrivals to London to their fast-changing milieu and to marginalize an English underclass 
that cannot assimilate into the competitive marketplace of these new urban spaces.  Teasing out 
the tensions of these two representational models, Brome identifies how elite speculators and the 
state collude as they attempted to increase profit margins and solidify their control of these 
expanding districts.  By dramatizing how developers incorporate foreign architecture, install 
foreign workers in the town, and construct the town as an overseas territory, Brome lays bare an 
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urban topography that upends traditional social relationships grounded in land ownership among 
the underclass, “middling sort,” and aristocracy.4    
In the first section of the essay, I analyze Ben Jonson’s The Entertainment at Britain’s 
Burse (1609), which registers the bewilderment of Londoners who have trouble comprehending 
the transformation of the western suburbs, as formerly remote green spaces became integrated 
into a global network of commerce.  In this masque, which was performed before James I at the 
inaugural ceremony of the New Exchange in the Strand at Westminster, Jonson depicts this high-
end shopping center as an initial foray into the town by developers who intended to displace the 
area’s inhabitants.  One of the main developments of the west end, along with Hyde Park, 
Tottenham Court, and Covent Garden, the New Exchange specializes in luxury consumer items 
from the Far East—products from a region of the world that testified to Dutch trading 
supremacy.  As I will demonstrate, because the Netherlands permeates the way the English 
conceive of the town, these sites come to be characterized as extensions of Dutch commercial 
activities, alienating the English from their homeland.
5
  
I then consider the construction of London’s suburbs as a new-world plantation that must 
“weed” undesirable elements in order to form a community fit for the nobility in Brome’s 
topographical comedy or “place-realism” play, The Weeding of Covent Garden (1633).  
Alternately called a “forest” and a “lawless” precinct inhabited by “Amazonian trulls” and 
“tribe[s]” of men and women,6  Covent Garden contains an underclass thriving on the disorder 
inherent in this new suburb.  Primarily, developers of the suburbs introduced foreign architecture 
to draw the city’s elite to the area to maximize profits; in his study of this play, Zucker points 
out, the “building of the Covent Garden piazza signaled the consolidation of the city’s first 
neighborhood based on wealth” (95).  As contemporary pamphlets demonstrate, this 
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gentrification was disguised as a colonial venture—an inducement to nonlocals to settle in the 
area, but only if they strictly conform to the builders’ image of the development as an exclusive 
setting designed for a new merchant elite.  Yet Brome depicts residents as treating the area as a 
temporary stage set, subverting and supplanting the developers’ scheme to control who can 
occupy the suburbs.   
Finally, I turn to The Sparagus Garden (1635), a play that offers the Netherlands’ 
delicate nation-building project as an ambivalent model for England’s colonialist ambitions.  On 
one hand, the Netherlands’ embattled status—its precarious natural and political boundaries and 
low-lying lands threatened by the sea as well as by France and Spain, powerful Roman Catholic 
powers—differs markedly from conceptions of England as this “fortress built by Nature for 
herself / Against infection and the hand of war” (Shakespeare, Richard II II.i.43-44).  On the 
other, the Netherlands’ practice of claiming new land from the sea and turning it into viable 
production units offers a lucrative model to apply to schemes in England for fen drainage.  From 
1570 to 1640, Holland added forty percent to its stock of arable land, and investors in land 
reclamation became some of the richest men in the Netherlands, although most of the country’s 
elite made their money in overseas trade (Schmidt, 140; Israel 346-8).  When the English 
aristocracy in the 1630s intensified development in fen areas long abandoned to the peasantry, it 
hastily colonized these sites by employing Dutch-style land reclamation projects and then 
introducing buildings that catered to an economic elite.
7
  Brome reveals how these projects 
contribute to growing social unrest because they treat the fens as an undomesticated wildness and 
drastically alter England’s environment, forcing the former inhabitants to move to less fertile 
land.  Moreover, these large-scale projects ruin local livelihoods and “settle” the countryside 
with foreign workers.  Brome, therefore, suggests that the English developers appropriate the 
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worst aspects of the Dutch economic “miracle,” amassing land for short-term profit and 
threatening traditional English values that prioritize land for the way it orders society and 
constitutes individual and social identity.
8
     
 
1. Remapping London 
Jonson’s Entertainment at Britain’s Burse stages the ways in which London’s immersion 
in global trade provides a pretext to modernize the city as a commercial entrepôt.  In the guise of 
condescendingly ridiculing the provinciality of suburban Londoners who cannot imagine the 
worldly schemes of their betters, the doorman for the bourse gently chides town planners for 
ignoring more pressing needs, including “an Arsenall for decayed Citizens” and “a store howse 
for Westminster, of Corne here aboue, and wood and Seacole belowe; to praeoccupy the nexte 
greate frost” (ll. 45 – 7).  The Key Keeper’s rhetoric satirically implies that developers should 
have addressed the exigencies of a wide set of English society.  Before inventorying these 
possibilities, the Key Keeper articulates the confusion of the West Enders: “And before the shops 
were vp, the perplexityes, that they were in, for what it should be” (ll. 36-7).  The syntax of the 
sentence actually enacts the confusion and excitement that the innovative architecture incites.   
Even King James needs a guide to navigate these new surroundings.  The host comments, 
“I thinke you scarse knowe, where you are now nor by my troth can I tell you, more then that 
you may seeme to be vppon some lande discouery of a new region here, to which I am your 
compasse” (9-12).  Prior to his role as a not-so-informative guide, the Key Keeper worked as an 
innkeeper and a bartender; in that capacity, he “coulde entertayne my guestes in my veluet cap, 
and my red Taffata doublett; and I coulde ansuer theyr questions, and expounde theyr riddles” 
(132).  Clearly mindful of the way that the proper display of newly-arrived commercial products, 
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in this case fashionable clothing, stands in for his knowledge of the fast-changing local 
topography,
9
 the Key Keeper foregrounds his “taffeta doublet” and “veluet cap” as semiotic 
indicators of his mental map of the city: velvet was first manufactured around 1580 in London 
and silk-tuftaffeta began in 1590 and both were trades predominantly practiced by Dutch and 
French immigrants (Kerridge
 
 126 – 7).  Luxury items from the Far East, however, disorient both 
vender and aristocratic consumer.  As David Baker points out, this project “brings alien climes 
into contiguity with London streets and, by so doing, gives rise to problems of knowing that no 
one, not even the king, could hope to escape” (101).  Yet the “Hollanders fleete” mediates the 
contact between the English and the Far East.
10
   As the master of the shop informs the king, the 
Dutch have overtaken other European powers in their trade with the East Indies and therefore 
regulate the commerce from this region: a “Hangings of the Ilande of Coqin . . .  and thousand 
such subtitlyes, which you will haue cheape now at the next returne of the Hollanders fleete from 
the Indyes” (173-76).11  Unable to domesticate the manufacturing of wares from China and India, 
as with velvet and silk-tuftaffeta, the English buy products imported by the Dutch.  English 
demand for these luxury goods from the Far East expands the suburbs and creates the New 
Exchange but does little to assimilate foreign workers and the wares they produce into the fabric 
of the city.  Therefore, Londoners’ mental map of their surroundings becomes less familiar and is 
mediated by Dutch commercial networks.  Whereas Jacobean drama “provided a representational 
space in which different urban subjectivities and communities could project themselves, as in a 
cartographic mirror” (Turner 195), Jonson demonstrates that that “cartographic mirror” is 
increasingly one that reflects the Netherlands’ sense of the world.  
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2. Gentrifying the Suburbs 
In The Weeding of Covent Garden, Brome depicts Covent Garden as a place where the 
young sons of the gentry cavort with masterless men and prostitutes at the same time their fathers 
try to domesticate it to maximize their profits.  Cockbrain asks that the builder of a new row of 
brick residences, Rooksbill, leave him the work of “weeding them [the lewdest blades] out” of 
this west bank site (1.1.sp10).  This justice of the peace for St. Martin’s in the Fields—the larger 
district from which Covent Garden was later carved out just north of Whitehall—compares the 
gentrification of the suburb to the gradual process of improving the quality of the settlers in 
newly-formed colonies.  He asks, “What new plantation was ever peopled with the better sort at 
first?” (1.1.sp10).  References to tobacco (1.2.sp154) underscore the play’s ambivalent stance 
toward the urbanization of the countryside.  Depictions of the Americas as inhospitable and 
dangerous, the last refuge of English society’s execrable elements, dominated the popular 
imagination throughout the seventeenth century, but, as recent critics have shown, by the late 
1620s, with economic conditions in the colonies improving, English playwrights and audience 
members alike began to envision the New World as a respectable destination (Bach 120, 144). 
A reprisal of Ben Jonson’s character Justice Adam Overdo in Bartholomew Fair, 
Cockbrain disguises himself to observe the criminal or vulgar offenses committed by those who 
take advantage of the lawlessness of the new suburb: “These are a parcel of those venomous 
weeds, / That rankly pester this fair garden plot, / Whose boisterous growth is such, that I must 
use / More policy than strength to reach their root” (3.1.sp495).  For Cockbrain, “policy” 
operates as a stand-in for the social control that the pristine town—Covent Garden itself—is 
supposed to induce.  As Rachel Ramsey puts it in her analysis of seventeenth-century London, 
“changes in the physical environment are portrayed as compelling changes in social behaviors 
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and patters” (255).12  Cockbrain tries to imagine Covent Garden as a “fair garden plot” to meet 
the social demand by those of Rooksbill’s class—entrepreneurs and builders who try to 
capitalize on the changing topography to ascend the social ladder—that these “lands” be treated 
as though they were equal to aristocratic estates.  At the same time, he also depicts the town as 
overrun with a rank “parcel of those venomous weeds,” necessitating government intervention, 
when the rising gentry’s own mismanagement of the development fomented this social disorder.  
Crosswill, a member of the country gentry who sells his estate to move into the town, reveals 
Rooksbill’s social climbing.  As Rooksbill has created new property through fen drainage, he 
must sanitize the land by offering it on the marriage market to Crosswill; in exchange for social 
status, Rooksbill provides Crosswill with a foothold in the town.  Yet Crosswill cannot hide his 
disgust at Rooksbill’s proposal to marry off his daughter, Lucy, to his eldest son, Gabriel: “What 
a mechanic slave is this, to think a son of mine . . . a fit mate to mingle blood with his Moorditch 
breed.  True, his estate is great . . . but of all fowl I love not moorhens” (2.2.sp339).  Rooksbill 
has accumulated his capital by fen drainage, a particularly fraught project in 1630s London.  
First drained in 1527 and “laid out in pleasant walks in the reign of James I” (Thornbury 196), 
Moorfields is representative of the hasty gentrification of the suburbs.  Despite its developers’ 
pretentions, Moorfields continued to attract thieves and prostitutes, prompting one commentator 
to maintain that the area is “impossible to reform” (qtd. in Thornbury 196).  Because Crosswill 
eventually agrees to marry his youngest son to Rooksbill’s daughter, Brome seems to suggest 
that the town papers over disputes between old money/land and new money/land and establishes 
a venue that subsumes religious and social divisions.  Yet in this exchange, Crosswill trades a 
country estate and the authority it underwrites for reclaimed marshland fraught with negative 
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associations, including claims to the land by peasants who occupied the area before its 
gentrification.  
Much of the new construction in the London suburbs involved fen drainage schemes, 
including those proposed by the Dutch engineer Cornelius Vermuyden.  These “projectors” 
included men who proposed often underhanded, impractical schemes to realize a quick profit  
and who are satirized in numerous plays of the period, starting with Ben Jonson’s The Devil is an 
Ass (1616), through Brome’s Weeding of Covent Garden and Sparagus Garden, to his The Court 
Beggar (1640).  They proposed to drain marshland to create viable land for agriculture or urban 
growth at the expense of local livelihoods, which were threatened by these large-scale 
developments.  Andrew McRae states that these projects “epitomiz[e] the exploitation of a 
preexistent rural order by the acquisitive ethos of the city” (105).  Yet King Charles himself 
encouraged such drainage schemes to augment England’s arable land, “despite numerous 
outbreaks of unrest, sabotage, and even fatal violence during the 1630s” (Steggle, Place and 
Politics 76 – 7).13  He tried to assuage this unrest by addressing egregious mismanagement of the 
fens, including dismissing the unpopular Bedford from overseeing the .Great Level of the South 
Fens.
14
  Yet Charles, eager to emulate the Dutch and add revenue to his depressed coffers, 
spurred these projects onward, partly by convincing himself of their “public good” (Sharpe 252 – 
54).  H.C., calling attention to the perceived similarities between fen lands and the Netherlands, 
wrote in 1629 that fen drainage could yield “a goodly Garden of a Kingdome; yea, a little 
Kingdome it selfe: as much and as good ground . . . as the States of the Low-Countreys enioy in 
the Netherlands” (sig. A4).  Charles allowed visions of Dutch success to delude him into ignoring 
how these projects antagonized an already angry populace. 
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Brome also caricatures propaganda written on behalf of courtiers and others who made 
claims to the outlying fens in order to take advantage of Charles’s assault on the English 
countryside in his desperate attempts to raise money.  These fens were extremely valuable to 
their inhabitants; Keith Lindley explains that villagers “enjoyed common of pasture, without 
stint, for all kinds of livestock . . . and it was the availability of commons that had attracted 
‘multitudes of people’ to settle there” (8).  Schemes then to “reduc[e] the area of pasture were 
bound to be intensely unpopular and provoke resistance” (9).  In a “True and Natural Description 
of the Great Level of the Fenns,” a project also called the Bedford Level for its principal 
financier and architect, Francis Russell, Earl of Bedford, the anonymous poet writes, “could we 
joyn / To England’s blessings, Holland’s industry/ We all the World in wealth should far outvie” 
(78).  In an attempt, though, to graft “Holland’s industry” onto a country that was conceived of 
by its people as a geographical entity apart from Europe, these projectors and their apologists 
shatter a traditional, if imaginary, English sense of national identity.  Because locals objected to 
the seizure of common land by private enterprises, these projectors imported Dutch and French 
workmen who eventually settled in the area (Lindley 19).   The poet, however, argues that the 
Great Level project will render superfluous overseas commercial enterprises, save Englishmen 
from having to emigrate to the New World, and, above all, realize fantastic profits:  
Courageous Merchants, who, confronting fates,  
Trust Seas and Pyrates with your whole Estates,  
Part in this Bank, methinks were far more sure; 
And ye, whom hopes of sudden Wealth allure, 
Or wants into Virginia, force to fly,  
Ev’n spare your pains; here’s Florida hard by (80) 
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The fantastic profits, including metaphorically “heaps of Gold, and Indian Ore,” that the poet 
promises read like an advertisement for a colonial venture: “Would you repair your fortunes, 
would you make, / To this most fruitful land your selves betake/ Where first your Money 
doubles, in a trice, / And then by new Progression, multiplies” (81).  Eliding the actual threat to 
the trades of local inhabitants, the poet advertises the project as an opportunity for potential 
colonists who can find Virginia and Florida right outside London.  He implies that fen drainage 
will convert a rootless underclass into propertied farmers, downplaying how developers 
engrossed the best common land that had provided livelihoods for rural commoners.  
 The poet also addresses the long-held concerns that the fens breed illness and death and 
assures his readers that the drainage projects will purify the air: “When all dire Vapours . . . are 
turn’d to Air, / Pure as the Upper Region / … / When Agues, Scurveys, Coughs, Consumptions, 
Wind, / All crude distempers here their Cure shall find” (75).  And, because the early moderns 
imagined an “interlocked physicality” between the land and the people (Parrish 297), the project 
to improve the environment at the Great Level promises to alter the makeup of the inhabitants: 
“When with the change of Elements, suddenly / There shall a change of Men and Manners be; / . 
. . / When for sordid Clowns, / And savage Scythians, There Succeeds a Race / Worthy the Bliss 
and Genius of the place” (75-76).  The poem also promises to reward settlers to the reclaimed 
fens whose only other option is emigration to the New World, transforming internal immigrants 
into proper English citizens.   
The prospect of creating an England to match or exceed the climate of Virginia or Florida 
and to offer the economic opportunities of an untapped land not only obviates the impetus for 
emigration but also addresses early seventeenth-century representations of the lower class as 
“savage Scythians.”  Depicting these country inhabitants as “Souls of Sedge,” the poet promises 
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“New hands shall learn to Work, forget to Steal, / New legs shall go to Church, new knees shall 
kneel” (75-76).  As Mark Netzloff explains, “laws in early modern England constructed a 
racialized class among laborers who refuse to adapt to the regime of workhouses . . . 
consequently designating these groups for forced transportation to the colonies” (4).  In an 
affected display of forestalling this forced overseas colonization, the poet promotes this area as 
an empty space available for new plantations, but only under the condition that fen dwellers 
strictly comport themselves according to a new and proper mode of respectable existence.  After 
developers undertake this project, they will create a “new land” in which the current inhabitants 
cannot exist: if they fail to adhere to the law and observe their religious and social duties, then 
they are not fit to remain in the area; if, however, they agree to abandon their traditional pursuits 
and support these large-scale projects, the poem and similar propaganda will have succeeded in 
promoting the colonizing and civilizing of the fens.   
Fittingly, Brome first came to public attention in Ben Jonson’s Bartholomew Fair (1614). 
In the same breath, this play introduces Brome and employs the space of Smithfield to imagine 
the Atlantic world: “But for the whole play, will you ha’ the truth on’t?—I am looking, lest the 
poet hear me, or his man, Master Brome, behind the arras—it is like to be a very scurvy one. . . 
When’t comes to the Fair once, you were e’en as good go to Virginia for anything there is of 
Smithfield” (Ind. 6-11).  A young apprentice when the play was performed, Brome internalizes 
the way his mentor imagines the outlying areas of London as a site to stage the increasing 
fragmentation of English society.  Jonson’s comedy dramatizes how the English at home as well 
as the “savages” abroad are in need of a civilizing force, one absent from the fair’s chaotic 
world. Brome, however, seems to have objected to the way the aristocracy develops 
sophisticated ways to conflate the most troublesome elements of English society with individuals 
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who choose not to or cannot compete in a society that envisions itself as part of globalized 
network of commerce.
15
  If the land is perceived as not realizing its profit potential, developers 
exoticize broader sectors of English society, delegitimizing their right to occupy the land.  
When Wasp characterizes Johnson’s fairgoers as a “kind o’ civil savages that will part 
with their children for rattles, pipes, and knives” (3.4.30-32), he presents the English underclass 
as naïve dupes, with no comprehension of how to navigate the flood of commercial items 
available for consumption—and, by extension, a rapidly expanding world.  Rebecca Ann Bach 
suggests that the individuals represented in the play—masterless men, the Irish, English 
economic criminals, and so on—“elude proper domination and beg (in the imaginations of their 
dominators) for civilization” by “an explorer to settle [them] in the proper English mode.”16  
Jonson (in the second performance of the play) appeals to the King to address the ills he presents 
to him, namely, the way the puritans seem to control the city.
17
  He safely sets the disorder of the 
play at Smithfield, a site traditionally identified with religious dissension; indeed, it was the site 
for the execution of Jack Straw, the leader of the 1381 Peasant’s Revolt, dramatized in a 1593/94 
play, The Life and Death of Iacke Straw, A notable Rebell in England: Who was kild in 
Smithfield by the Lord Maior of London.  Jonson can, therefore, safely stage religious and 
political divisions in Smithfield without burdening other city or town landmarks with fraught 
associations. 
In his version, Brome suggests how the liminal site of Covent Garden triggers social 
disorder.  While critics such as Butler argue that in “Brome’s account of Crosswill’s despotism 
over his children” he offers a “protest to Charles about the contradictions inherent in arbitrary 
rule” (156), Michael Leslie, in the introduction to his recently edited version of the play, 
moderates this strand of criticism.  Noting the play’s 1632 or 1633 composition date (parliament 
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had sat as recently as 1629) and claiming that “for many subjects . . . there was much that was 
admirable about a mode of ruling that produced the quiet and prosperity of the early 1630s,” 
Leslie refocuses our attention on “the ambiguous territory of Covent Garden and the divide 
between that and the traditional social organizations” of the city and the country (para. 48, 51).  
Just as his children defy his interdictions, Crosswill flouts royal authority by moving to the town; 
Mihil says his father “never was fully bent on’t [moving to the town] until the Proclamation of 
restraint spurred him up” (2.1.sp212).  Crosswill’s arrival in Covent Garden challenges Charles’s 
Royal Proclamation of 1632 to keep landholders on their country estates, establishing the town 
as a site that not only comes to embody the clash between royal and also aristocratic power but 
plays a central role in conceptualizing the ways topography (dis)orders social relationships.  
Paradoxically, Crosswill refuses to submit to Charles’s decree, suggesting his unwillingness to 
permit his physical environment to define him, but also seemingly moves to the voguish town to 
mitigate Gabriel’s radical Puritanism, relying on the town to refashion his wayward son.18  In 
fact, he encounters a site in which all recent arrivals draw on the contested meanings of the town 
to further their own agendas.  
As these developments have successfully displaced the peasantry who worked and lived 
on the land, recent settlers respond to the way the speculators portray the town as a “plantation,” 
exploiting the chaos of the suburbs to garner their share of the profits.  Dorcas, Crosswill’s niece 
who was seduced in the country by Nicholas, Rooksbill’s son, proposes to act the part of 
Venetian courtesan in order to glamorize a brothel run by Madge and Francesca.  Her venture 
satirizes schemes by town developers, who imitate foreign architecture to cater to an economic 
elite, even as they create a physical environment in which the rest of English society is 
effectively dislocated.  In 1631 Charles allowed Francis Russell, Earl of Bedford, to develop 
67 
 
Covent Garden.  As with his fen drainage works which “Shall Parallel the Streights of 
Magellane” (“True and Natural,” 74), this project was imagined as a daring overseas expedition 
to open up new worlds to English colonists.   Invoking the Age of Discovery, enthusiasts for 
town developments envisioned these ventures as a colonial project to establish new trading ports.  
Bedford “had started a large development . . . based around an enormous Italian-style open 
square 420 by 613 feet . . . [with buildings] which required construction from brick or stone, a 
uniform frontage . . . and the first balconies in Britain” (Steggle 47).19  In keeping with the 
original Italianate design, Dorcas appears “upon a balcony . . . habited like a courtesan of 
Venice,” subverting the original grand designs of Bedford (1.1.sp69).20  She supposedly 
“travelled [to] France and Italy, and. . . [intends to] plant some of her foreign collections, the 
fruits of her travels, in this garden here, to try how they would grow or thrive on English earth” 
(1.1,sp101, 103).   Her “brave rebellion” against the “stricter laws” of England recalls the 
popular lore of tracts that commemorate successful prostitutes: a woman warrior who defies an 
authoritarian state, Dorcas attempts to establish a thriving business outside city jurisdiction.   She 
hopes that her foreign “fashion . . . [m]ay persuade justice to allow our games” (1.1.sp82).  
Because she participates in the state’s attempt to exoticize Covent Garden, she effectively forces 
“Justice” to permit an otherwise illegal activity, testing the limits of its authority.  These women 
entrepreneurs co-opt and Anglicize the state’s attempt to remake the city. When it turns out that 
Madge, “old Countess of Codpiece-row” and Francesca “travelled ’cross the seas from the 
Bankside hither” (1.2.sp132), Nicholas and the rest of the “Brother[s] of the Blade and the 
Battoon” ally themselves with the “Sisters of the Scabbard” (1.1.sp83, 1.2.sp167).   Arriving 
from the notorious southern suburbs, these bawds answer the call of tracts which beckon 
potential colonists by promoting the suburbs as unsullied lands like Virginia and Florida which 
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offer lucrative economic opportunities.  Yet the physical environment of the town has not 
reformed the deviant behavior of London’s underclass. Underneath the veneer of cultural 
sophistication lies a “party purple, or rather parboiled bawd” (1.2.sp130).  Brome suggests that 
the English can see through the schemes of their betters; like the exotic costumes of these 
prostitutes, the Italian architecture is merely a façade by powerful entrepreneurs to capitalize and 
exploit these suburbs.   
Dorcas’s appearance on a balcony, singing to attract customers is one of several 
performative acts by Covent Garden residents that parody the way in which Jacobean theater 
familiarized Londoners with this new suburb.  Gazing up at the balcony, Clotpoll and Nicholas 
call her a “device” and a “show.”  Yet the cadre of roving masterless men and dissatisfied sons 
shatters this fantasy.  Nicholas, Rooksbill’s son, is correct when he first posits, then rejects, his 
theory that the brothel was started by “the mountebank’s wife that was here; and now come to 
play some merry new tricks by herself” (1.1.sp92).  This mountebank or “antifounder” of Covent 
Garden, a sort of underworld Earl of Bedford, “brought the first resort into this new plantation 
[and] drew such flocks of idle people . . . that the players . . . cursed him abominably” (1.1.sp93, 
sp95). An earlier iteration of Dorcas, Madge, and Francesca, the mountebank operates as a one-
man theatrical troupe who draws crowds to this suburb.  Brome implies that new illegal 
enterprises will simply replace ones that are suppressed by the authorities or exposed as clumsily 
disguised, quotidian criminal schemes.  
In these instances, Brome reveals the ways in which these enterprises strive to capture the 
imagination of Covent Garden’s inhabitants by appropriating the function of the theater, usually 
the venue, as Jean Howard puts it, by which “people of the period . . . made sense of this fast-
changing urban milieu” (2).  In earlier Jacobean versions of the place-realism comedy, Henry 
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Turner argues, plays set in the city “reproduc[ed] in miniature . . . specific identifiable elements 
in the streets around them, correlating a concept of citizenship . . . with physical placement in a 
realistic urban topography” (195).21  Playwrights performed this civil function because, as Mimi 
Yiu reminds us, “At the center of a flourishing economy sparked by new trade routes and 
colonial ambitions, metropolitan London underwent a seismic reorganization of its topography, 
anchoring a widespread program of spatial restructuring that historians have called the Great 
Rebuilding” (73).  Rather than domesticating this wilderness-turned-colonial outpost, these 
initial settlers establish the community as forever in strife.  As Clotpoll puts it, the mountebank 
“sowed so much seed of knavery and cozenage here, that ’tis feared ’twill never out” (1.1.sp93).  
The threat of colonial or mercantile chaos resides in the very heart of the town and in the very 
scheme to modernize and expand the city. 
Brome’s metatheatrical commentary on the ineffectiveness of the stage to shape people’s 
perceptions of Covent Garden forces us to question the concluding lines spoken by Crosswill.  
Crosswill, a more authoritative figure, replacing the absurd Cockbrain, issues the edict: “Go 
now, while ye are well, and be seen no more in this precinct.”   To which summons, the 
prostitutes, rabble-rousers, and confidence men respond, “Never, and ’t please your worships, 
never” (5.3.sp1247). Crosswill then reiterates Cockbrain’s opening sentiments as he operates as a 
mouthpiece to convey the state’s intention to establish an upscale, urban precinct:     
’Twas built for no such vermin.  Hence, away, 
And may the place be purged so every day 
’Til no unworthy member may be found, 
To pester or to vilify this ground; 
That as it was intended, it may be  
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A scene for virtue and nobility. (5.3.sp1248) 
Supposed to be the setting for aristocratic pleasure seekers, Covent Garden instead seems already 
tainted with the stigma of its less illustrious inhabitants.  While the opening and concluding 
passages may indicate a tripartite agreement among the state, Puritan city power, and (former) 
country landholders to develop Covent Garden, we hardly need the too tidy assurances of the 
undesirable elements to notice the cracks in this uneasy alliance.
22
   
Instead masterless men, a dissatisfied and adrift younger generation, and an emboldened 
merchant class lay claim to the new suburb.  Mihil complains that in this quarter tradesmen have 
encroached on the prerogatives of gentlemen: owners of shops “are removed into the new 
plantation here, where, they say, are a tribe of infidel tradesmen, that have made a law within 
yourselves to put no trust in gentlemen” (2.1.sp230).  Nicholas states quite explicitly and 
forcefully that they intend to defend against any incursion of state power.  He vehemently 
assures his comrades that he will violently thwart any attempt by the state to encroach upon what 
he views as his territory: “I would but see the carcass of authority prance in our quarter, and we 
not cut his legs off” (5.3.sp1123). Rooksbill, at least, takes these threats very seriously when he 
walks into Paris Tavern, the site of the play’s climatic confrontation: “My wicked, caitiff, 
reprobate son is here too.  Pray let me flee. I am but a dead man else” (5.3.sp1170).  Brome 
draws attention to how Rooksbill’s aggressive social climbing initiates a breakdown in familial 
as well as civic order.  While Jacobean playwrights portray heirs as openly desiring their fathers’ 
deaths—usually for comic effect—Brome describes a town society that witnesses open warfare 
between father and son.  If Rooksbill can create an estate by land reclamation that ignores former 
tenants’ rights, circumventing traditional channels to obtain the social status that land confers in 
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English society, Nicholas can just as callously hasten patrilineal succession to gain control of his 
inheritance.   
Gabriel’s restoration from a Puritan to his former “manly carriage,” characterized by 
“Stout and brave action” (4.2.sp851), also sets into motion his superimposition of a military 
scene on the Paris Tavern in Covent Garden.  This scene, which finally dramatizes the overt 
generational conflict of the play, outwardly seems to defuse the tension between the different 
factions but, more deeply, secures the town as the prevailing prototype for a new topography 
embodying a state of ongoing war and thus invalidating any pretense of a social contract between 
a ruler and the body politic.  This pivotal scene, in which the roving gang forces him to drink and 
then wakes him up by blaring military alarms, prompts Gabriel to map out an imaginary battle 
formation in the tavern.  He resolutely assures the onlookers that:  “I know how to have my 
ordnance artillery for discharging missiles planted here, my cavalry mounted here, my battery-
discoverer on such a point, my trenches cut thus, my mine carried thus, my gabions raised thus. 
Here my parapet, there my pallisado o’th’ top of that. The enemy made saultable six hundred 
paces there. And I draw out my musketeers to flank ’em in their trenches here, while my pikes 
and targeteers advance to the breach there.” (5.3.sp1157).   
Steggle describes this scene as demonstrating how the stage molds the perception of 
space in the new city suburbs: “On Brome’s stage, and by extension in the empty new urban 
spaces of west London, geography is not an objective given but something that can be imposed 
by force of will and is dependent upon the agreement of others” (52).  While Steggle rightly calls 
attention to the way the force of imagination constructs the town, he seems to misconstrue the 
larger implications of this scene.  Fabricating a military crisis, Nicholas and the others lead 
Gabriel to institute what might be termed a state of exception.
23
  Finally bringing to a head the 
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violent intimations and calls to “cut” the legs from under the authorities, Gabriel gives the signal 
to attack when Crosswill and Rooksbill arrive: “An ambuscado of the enemy.  Alarm!  
Lieutenant, charge in with your shot! Now, gentlemen, for the honour of Covent Garden, make a 
stand with your pikes; in to the short sword; well fought, take prisoners” (5.3.sp1165).   
Believing representatives of a hostile enemy are attacking Covent Garden’s inhabitants, Gabriel 
establishes an internal warzone, defeating the overbearing authority figure and the Puritan 
builder who try to impose an urban topography designed only for the wealthy.  Like Charles and 
his fen drainage schemes, the planners of Covent Garden imported foreigners to work on and 
benefit from the projects at the expense of the English.  The Paris Tavern, the site Gabriel 
recaptures, represents what William Prynne designated as a growing territorial footprint by 
foreign powers: Queen Henrietta Maria’s French servants, “‘who doe suck the marrow of our 
estate,’ had secretly obtained a number of properties in the area,” including Paris Tavern (Steggle 
48). Spurred to take up arms under supposedly false premises, he lays claim to the ground as 
English territory.   
Although Gabriel’s assault is provoked by Nicholas’s “military blare” intended to 
awaken him from his puritan doldrums, he responds to a real threat to English society.  While 
Crosswill tries to “purge” undesirables from the town, the play underscores that the “true” 
natives are the bawdy house owners and the itinerant mountebank.  When Gabriel becomes 
“Captain” of the “Blade and the Battoon” with Nicholas as his lieutenant, Brome suggests the 
real-world implications of Gabriel’s resistance to the upper-class incursion in Covent Garden.  In 
an understatement, Clotpoll remarks, “This goes beyond the Blade and the Baton,” to suggest the 
wider political and social ramifications for this scene.
24
  Brome represents Charles and 
Henrietta’s internal colonization as affecting all aspects of traditional English life, including, of 
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course, the way that the nation mismanages its urbanization. In this way, the Crown makes it 
impossible for playwrights to constitute a cohesive social imaginary.  While the previous 
generation of playwrights domesticated their audience by familiarizing them with an urban 
topography that signified the growing importance of the city, Brome shows how developments 
that prioritize profits at the expense of local livelihoods have frittered away any chance of a 
shared social imaginary.  Gabriel’s imagery also gives new meaning to the deterritorialization 
suggested by references to Covent Garden as a “forest” or a “lawless” precinct  inhabited by 
“Amazonian trulls” and “tribe[s]” of men and women.  His mock military incursion seems a 
natural outgrowth of the way Covent Garden is portrayed.   
Populated by various new-world types, in an urban topography controlled by French 
courtiers, Brome’s stage lays bare the type of city the crown institutes. When Crosswill banishes 
this underclass represented as new-world indigenes, the town is imagined as a space where the 
inhabitants of the fens and suburbs have only marginalized roles in society and no recourse to the 
law whatsoever.  The most trenchant critic of the way the state imagines space to consolidate its 
rule by creating conditions in which it can revoke its citizens’ rights, Giorgio Agamben, 
describes this set of circumstances by revising how we have mistakenly understood the state of 
nature and its relationship to civil society.  Agamben explains how Carl Schmitt “assimilates” 
the “ius publicum Europaeum”—the juridical region which “corresponded to the New World, 
which was identified with the state of nature”—or “zone ‘beyond the line’ to the state of 
exception, which ‘bases itself in an obviously analogous fashion on the idea of delimited, free 
and empty space’ understood as a ‘temporary and spatial sphere in which every law is 
suspended’” (36-37).  He then argues that “the Hobbesian mythologeme of the state of nature . . .  
is not a real epoch chronologically prior to the foundation of the City but a principle internal to 
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the City, which appears at the moment the City is considered tanquam dissoluta, ‘as if it were 
dissolved’” (105).  In this respect, the state of nature and the state of exception “are nothing but 
two sides of a single topological process in which what was presupposed as external (the state of 
nature) now reappears . . . in the inside (as state of exception)” (37).  Portraying the newly-built 
precincts as temporarily lawless zones, Brome demonstrates how different political entities 
conceive of space free from the traditional, if superficial, social relations that mask the actual 
conditions within the city—an environment designed to declare at any time a state of (lawless) 
nature in which the sovereign can declare martial law.  Brome, however, suggests that the state 
has miscalculated its ability to control the populace, and even questions the Crown’s prerogative 
to declare a state of exception that would allow it to treat its subjects as though they were New 
World “savages.”    
 
3. Colonizing the Fens 
Starting as early as Thomas Dekker’s Shoemaker’s Holiday (1599) in which Lacy, a 
nobleman, disguises himself as a Dutch worker to act as a go-between Simon Eyre and a Dutch 
merchant importing luxury items from “Candy,” or Crete, the Dutch are both scorned and 
admired on the stage and in popular literature for their commercial reach and skill.  Indeed, 
Nicholas Goodman’s pamphlet Hollands Leaguer: Or, an Historical Discourse of the Life and 
Actions of Dona Britanica Hollandia, the Arch Mistress of the wicked women of Eutopia (1632) 
portrays the expansion of the city as a project that cannot be interwoven into an English national 
narrative.  Questioning traditional interpretations of the pamphlet as a parable of the Anglican 
Church’s decay into Papism, Jean Howard suggests that Hollands Leaguer instead celebrates a 
bawdy house madam named Elizabeth Holland as a “heroic embodiment of the entrepreneurial 
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spirit” (158).  Pointing out that Holland “may write Annales, and Comentaries to teach Rome, 
Venice, Florence, and the Turks Seralia” (8)), Howard suggests that “Britannica Hollandia had 
Englished the trade [and] indicates the perverse national pride she embodies” (160).  Holland’s 
brothel certainly captured the popular imagination;
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 both of Brome’s place-realism plays feature 
bawds who take up residence in the town, embodying in different ways the commercial spirit that 
the town encourages.  I would like to supplement Howard’s account by focusing on Goodman’s 
exploration of how the Dutch influenced the way the English conceive of urban expansion and 
commercial practices.  Goodman portrays the entrepreneurial activities of the west suburbs as 
leading to the welter of confused and confusing identities typified by popular accounts of the 
Netherlands.   
Initially named “Britanica Hollandia, by reason of some neere allyances betwixt them 
and the Neatherlands” (56) the allegorical figure is identified as Dona Britanica in the city; but 
when she opens up her brothel across the Thames, Goodman, without an explanatory note, re-
names her Dona Hollandia (76).  In the city, the “buildings [that] are so linkt one to another,” 
represent a tight, unified community.  Outside of the city, specifically across the Thames, which 
Goodman describes as a territory across the ocean, “she betakes herself to the Sea, and makes a 
discovery vpon the water,” a wilderness outside the borders of the state and a coherent 
community.  She eventually chooses a place fit for her purpose: “shee made for that coast, where 
shee found such aboundance of Naturall and Arteficiall intrenchments, that ever the house 
seemed to be in itself a little City” (75).  The playhouses that attract a “Concourse of Strangers” 
on the Bankside produce ready customers who serve as a heterogeneous collection of citizens of 
her little state (76).  The “Taxes” they pay allow her to augment her defenses, increase her 
workforce, and to purchase “sundry retainers” and sophisticated fashions (78, 79).  In this little 
76 
 
kingdom, she makes up her own “Lawes and Ordinances” (78).  Her growing wealth, the 
topography of her island kingdom, and the suggestion that her riches contribute to her 
transformation from a “mayd in the time of her innocence” (56) to the chief magistrate of a 
flourishing realm strongly suggest an identification with the Dutch Republic.  Goodman’s 
pamphlet thus criticizes the Netherlands as an upstart Protestant state that has been corrupted by 
its overriding commercial motives.    
Later in the seventeenth century, in “The Character of Holland,” Andrew Marvell scorns 
the Dutch for cynically permitting religious freedom; the financial prowess of the state depends 
on its willingness to subordinate religious principles to crass money-making: “Hence 
Amsterdam, Turk-Christian-Pagan-Jew,/ Staple of sects and mint of schism grew;/ That bank of 
conscience, where not one so strange/ Opinion but finds credit, and exchange” (ll. 71-74). 
Marvell underscores the ease with which various immigrants embrace financial markets which, 
in his view, foster a dangerous transculturation; Dutch society produces individuals who do not 
make up a cosmopolitan state but instead are so adaptable that they have no distinct attributes 
whatsoever.   Economic indices like “exchange” and “credit” have been so thoroughly 
internalized that the people have no stable sense of national or religious selfhood. The 
Netherlands thus represents, for Goodman, Marvell, and many of their contemporaries, a 
problematic world in which individuals cannot count on a common social imaginary to face 
external threats.  Instead of Anglicizing the trade, bawdy houses embody the way profit motives 
corrupt the sanctity of the state. 
In The Sparagus Garden, Brome stages this internal colonization of the west part of 
London as a profitable and violent enterprise, drawing on the ways in which the English 
represent the Netherlands.  The plot, in which three friends, Gilbert, Walter, and Samuel, 
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endeavor to overcome their guardians’ tightfistedness and efforts to dictate who they can marry, 
seems a conventional one.  While Samuel succeeds in marrying Annabel and Walter gains his 
inheritance from his stingy uncle, access to the gardens and what they represent in the 1630s 
eludes the otherwise triumphant younger generation.  While The Weeding of Covent Garden 
suggests that just as the ground must undergo a gradual process from supposedly degraded to 
pure land, the quality of the individuals who frequent the island must improve over time, the 
purveyors of Sparagus Garden attempt to draw and encourage wealthy city merchants who visit 
the “island” to transgress against social strictures.  A “rich old merchant” with a “poor young 
gentleman’s wife in the yellow bedchamber” and “the knight with the broken Citizens wife . . . in 
the blue bedchamber” frequent the garden, indicating how Sparagus Garden serves as a brothel 
and a sanctuary for those who prevail in the increasingly nasty economic warfare.
26
  Martha 
relegates the three friends, Walter, Samuel, and Gilbert, to the gardens rather than allowing them 
a room because they have no women with them, assuming that they are not likely to lavish 
delicacies on each other.  Walter reasons, “’Tis enough for them to weed their garden, not their 
guests” (3.1.sp466).  Although their fathers were “worthy and well reputed members of the city 
while they lived” (1.1.sp13), the younger generation has only limited access to the garden 
because their attempts to consolidate their fathers’ wealth and marry to patch up interfamily 
feuds do not recommend them to the gardeners who capitalize on pleasure-seeking Londoners.   
In other accounts of the garden, such as James Shirley’s Hyde Park (1632), playwrights 
portray it as the stylized resort for West London gentry; Mistress Caroline stipulates that even if 
she is to be married, she must remain free to visit these urban pleasure gardens: “I’ll not be / 
Bound from Spring-garden, and the ’Sparagus” (2.4).27  Brome, however, shows the underside of 
these suburban projects. This Dutch enterprise is represented in the play by a gardener of 
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unspecified origins and his Dutch wife whose commercial instincts extend solely to efforts to 
maximize their profits.  She informs her husband, “’tis not your dirty ’Sparagus . . . your tulips . . 
. can bring you in five hundred pound a year if my helping hand, and brain too, were not in the 
business” (3.1.sp413).  Her “business” largely consists of procuring rooms at the garden for 
merchants’ affairs with other citizens’ wives and overcharging these customers—“all to mall as 
they do in the Netherlands”—for the “dirty ’Sparagus” and wine (3.1.sp428).  Her profit depends 
on the repeat business of these merchants and she fears that “great courtiers and ladies” will by 
“their coming . . . keep out some of our more constant, and more profitable customers” 
(3.1.sp422, sp423), the city merchants of some money and dubious morals.  Lacking the clearly 
delineated districts within the city that supposedly separate upper-class and commercial districts, 
the Sparagus Garden discourages both upwardly-mobile cits and aristocratic patrons in favor of a 
middling sort who maximize the profit potential of these “two Acres.” 
Brome overdetermines the gardens as a Netherlands-like territory and the two caretakers 
as Dutch overlords.  One character refers to the host and hostess of Sparagus Garden as “prince 
and princess of the province of Asparagus,” while another greets Martha and her husband as 
“lord and lady of the new plantation here” (3.1.sp441, sp440).  Yet the gardener and his wife 
Martha do not own the land but merely cultivate it: “and two or three years toil more, while our 
trade is in request and fashion will make us purchasers.  I had once a hope to have bought this 
manor of marshland, for the resemblance it has to the Low Country soil you came from—to 
ha’made you a Bankside lady” (3.1.sp414).  This explicit identification of the gardens with “the 
Low Countr[ies]” mobilizes anti-Dutch sentiment as a satiric device. Aspiring to the position of a 
“Bankside Lady,” or a potent bawdy house owner, like Elizabeth Holland, Martha seeks to evade 
state strictures as she and her husband plot to become “purchasers” of an estate.  As profits tail 
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off for the gardener and his wife, though, they become increasingly selective in their clientele 
and aggressive in the way they pursue profits.  
Samuel, a young heir to his father’s wealth, describes Sparagus Garden as “[t]he island of 
two acres here more profitable than twice two thousand in the fens till the drainers have done 
there” (3.1.sp442). A small prototype of the type of land that will be available when larger inland 
fen drainage projects are completed, the “island of two acres” grows specialized cash crops—
“this precious plant asparagus . . . [imported from] Burgundy, Allemagne, Italy, and Languedoc” 
(3.1.sp475)—and operates under its own rules.  When Martha’s servant bullies a visitor 
accompanied by a Mistress Hollyhock (“the precise draper’s wife”) to pay the inflated price that 
Martha demands, the gentleman replies that taverns which charge exorbitant rates should 
compromise to avoid being shut down. His thinly veiled threat that “the Countess of Copthall is 
coming to be her neighbor again” (3.1.sp642), suggests he may inform the authorities about 
Martha’s procuring prostitutes for her guests. The servant derisively replies, “My mistress scorns 
your words, sir” (3.1.sp643), underscoring that the garden is not subject to the authorities’ 
jurisdiction.    
Brome portrays the Sparagus Garden as a contested site where the scheming commercial 
class is pitted against members of the upper class who are trying to lay claim to the area.  A 
courtier encourages the ladies to dance by suggesting that the nobility’s indisputable ownership 
of land stems from their exclusive power to purify and rejuvenate it: “You shall fresh vigour add 
unto the spring, / And double the increase, sweetness and beauty / Of every plant and flower 
throughout the garden” (3.1.sp556).   Yet by commercializing and therefore undermining the 
very ideological framework that authorizes the aristocracy’s rule, the courtier exposes the 
ideological fissures in this belief.  The ladies tease the courtier by sarcastically remarking, “If I 
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thought so my Lord, we would not doe / Such precious work for nothing; we would be / Much 
better huswifes, and compound for shares / O’th’ gardeners profit” (3.1.sp557).  Treating the 
Sparagus Garden as a joint-stock enterprise that promises exponential growth, the lady casts 
Martha’s operation as a second front of the Dutch West India Company, an enterprise catering to 
wealthy traders, while at the same time, cutting out the English aristocracy from their lucrative 
profits. 
The ladies treat the grounds simply as what it is—a pleasure garden—and finally agree to 
dance but “Not to improve the garden.”  Their graceful dancing at least represents a more worthy 
occupation than the activities that normally take place within the confines of the garden: “You 
have done nobly, ladies, and much honoured / This piece of earth here.”  Rather feebly, the 
courtier states, “May the example of our harmless mirth / And civil recreation purge this place / 
Of all foul purposes” (3.1.sp563, sp565). Seeing Moneylacks and his cronies, the practical lady 
replies, “But wishes weed no gardens; hither come / Some wicked ones” (3.1.sp566).  While 
these courtiers discern that these troublemakers challenge their efforts to lay claim to and civilize 
the newly-developed land, they exaggerate the peril that the “wicked ones” pose.  After all, 
Moneylacks is an object of ridicule to everyone else in the play.  This rhetoric, like the 
seemingly overwrought threats to murder authority in Brome’s Weeding of Covent Garden, 
demands closer scrutiny.  While the court imagines it can wait for an opportunity to exert its 
influence and eventually assume control over the suburbs, Brome suggests the land is already 
being appropriated for other uses.  The courtier says, “We seek not to abridge their privilege; / 
Nor can their ill hurt us.  We are safe” (3.1.sp567).  Despite his reassurances, the ladies decide to 
return to their lodgings in Whitehall, leaving Sparagus garden to Moneylacks’ devices.  The 
exaggerated menace of physical violence—something the state has dealt with and can 
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conceptualize—masks an economic threat that is not immediately present in Moneylacks; instead 
he raises the Dutch specter of economic hegemony, closing off domestic “markets” to the 
aristocracy. 
Worse yet, Martha uses the English as middlemen to maximize her profits, suggesting the 
way the Dutch control English domestic markets.  In his role as the “Fly of The New Inn there” 
(1.1.sp89), Moneylacks drives potential customers to Sparagus Garden.  He packages the 
asparagus as possessing the power to transform rural yeomen into nobles.  In an attempt to fleece 
Hoyden, a recent arrival from the country, of his 400 pounds, he explains that to make him into a 
gentleman, “your blood shall be taken out by degrees, and your veins replenished with pure 
blood” (2.1.sp289).  To do that, he must consume asparagus, which “shall set . . . your blood as 
high as any gentleman’s lineally descended from the loins of King Cadwallader” (2.1.sp297).  
Ironically, Hoyden literally consumes his inheritance, expunging his only social status, to 
strengthen his claim to an illusory class identity.  Exposing the troubling disruptions to 
conceptions of English identity that commerce has introduced, Moneylacks promotes the social 
status of consuming this foreign plant by explaining how it was imported from “Burgundy, 
Allemagne, Italy, and Languedoc.”  Thus, Moneylacks reifies pure Briton blood unalloyed with 
past invaders into another object for consumption.
28
  The cultural geography that defines Britain 
is available for consumption in the town, and Brome suggests that this space fosters exchanges 
not only of goods and services but of social identities.  
The asparagus, Moneylacks insists, must only be eaten at the garden: “Where would you 
have it [the asparagus]? Here in our own house? Fie! The virtue of it is mortified if it pass the 
threshold from the ground it grows on. No, you must thither to the garden of delight” 
(2.1.sp217).  He satirizes the aristocratic worldview that values the land over the goods produced 
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on it.  The real value of land can be measured, Brome implies, by how much profit entrepreneurs 
can generate from it.  This enterprising commercial class exploits these newly-created lands, 
while the characters identified with the Court belatedly and futilely attempt to consecrate the 
land.   Indeed, the court and the gentry seem to be outmaneuvered, unable to compete with an 
ever-adaptable commercial class.  For Brome, these new town sites offer fresh venues to 
reinterpret traditional conceptions of the land.  While the town blurs the already hazy distinctions 
among English merchants, developers, and the aristocracy, the efforts of these stakeholders to 
augment their socioeconomic position are undercut by entrenched inhabitants who refuse to cede 
easily their real and symbolic power in the town and by foreign powers who have already 
claimed these sites as part of a global commercial network.   
 
4. Coda  
Brome’s A Jovial Crew (1641) dramatizes how the chaos inherent in the town has now 
spread across the country.
29
  The patriarch in the play, Oldrents, unreasonably fears that his 
family’s fortunes will decline, and his melancholy forces his children out of his house.  The 
younger generation leaves the domestic safety of their father’s estate to seek their “birthright into 
a new world.”30  Their “birthright” is defined not by the rewards they reap from land ownership 
but by the freedom to roam the countryside; the promise of patrilineal claims to the land no 
longer affords social protection or ensures political authority.
31
  The play, which was staged on 2 
September 1642, the day the London theaters were shut down by order of Parliament, attacks the 
“love and honour” drama of William Davenant, Sir John Suckling, and Thomas Killigrew, but 
suggests that the right kind of drama could serve as the means to prevent England from 
descending into civil war.
32
  One of the commendatory letters of the play, written by the 
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dramatist and city poet John Tatham, criticizes the audience for rejecting traditional if old-
fashioned plays for “a faction . . . in town”: “Ingrateful Negro-kind, dart you your rage / Against 
the beams that warm’d you, and the stage! / This malice shows it is unhallowed heat / That boils 
your raw brains, and your temples beat.”33  Alluding to climatic explanations of racial identity, 
Tatham contrasts the alien productions that have racialized the English to the native “beams,” or 
plays by Shakespeare, Jonson, and Beaumont and Fletcher, that formed the English.  A Jovial 
Crew, Tatham assures them, “th[is] well-wrought piece” may “Draw th’ curtain of th[e] errors” 
of the “Adulterate pieces” that have been foisted on English theatergoers.  The conceit of the 
acceptance of debased coin by the masses in their demand for “love and honour” drama captures 
the sense that the London audience, striving to adhere to the French fashions introduced into 
London by Henrietta Maria and aped by courtiers, have allowed a foreign standard of value to 
replace their native one.  Tatham compares the audience to “Indians, who their native wealth 
despise, / And dote on stranger’s trash and trumperies.”  The “unhallowed heat” that Whitehall 
has introduced into England has altered the racial makeup of its citizens.  While constructing the 
English as a heterogeneous population has enabled, as we have seen, internal colonial ventures in 
England, these projects have undermined the welfare of the state—a condition that the stage, 
Tatham implies even as he praises Brome, is now powerless to rectify.  
 
Notes 
                                                 
1
 See Martin Butler, Theatre and Crisis 1632-1642 (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1984), esp. ch. 
7; in the 1630s, he reminds us, “The traditional configuration of court, city and country now had 
a fourth term, the town” (141). 
2
 See Butler; Julie Sanders, Caroline Drama: The Plays of Massinger, Ford, Shirley, and Brome 
(Plymouth: Northcote House, 1999); R. J. Kaufmann, Richard Brome: Caroline Playwright 
(New York: Columbia UP, 1961);  Matthew Steggle, Richard Brome: Place and Politics on the 
Caroline Stage (Manchester: Manchester UP, 2004); and Adam Zucker, “Laborless London: 
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Comic Form and the Space of the Town in Caroline Covent Garden,” The Journal for Early 
Modern Cultural Studies 5.2 (2005): 94-119  
3
 Mark Netzloff provides a historical overview of the term internal colonialism (6-8). He 
“emphasize[s] the domestic foundations of early modern colonial discourse and practices” (6).   
4See Brian Walsh, “Performing Historicity in Dekker’s The Shoemaker's Holiday,” SEL 46.2 
(2006), 343n2, for a detailed explanation of the term “middling sort,” a rough approximation of 
our term middle class.   
5
 As Joyce Oldham Appleby explains: the “sustained demonstration of this Dutch commercial 
prowess acted more forcefully upon the English imagination than any other economic 
development of the seventeenth century” (73).  See “The Dutch as a Source of Evidence,” 73-98. 
6
 Richard Brome, The Weeding of Covent Garden. Or the Middlesex Justice of Peace. A 
Facetious Comedy, Modern Text, ed. Micheal Leslie, Richard Brome Online 
(http://www.hrionline.ac.uk/brome), 3.2.speech695, 4.1.speech792, 4.1.speech709, and 
4.2speech887. All subsequent references to this play are from this edition and will be cited 
parenthetically by act, scene, and speech number (abbreviated “sp”).  This newly-published 
online scholarly edition of all of Brome’s plays includes dramatic stage readings of many 
passages, revealing interpretative nuances that are discussed in some detail in the critical 
introductions.  
7
 As Robert Brenner points out, the “newer trades had as their raison d’être . . . to be built up in 
commercial struggle against the Dutch” (599).  Although the landed class in England sought to 
create permanent settlements abroad, an increasingly powerful up-and-coming merchant class 
were “hostile to any expenditures not immediately productive of profit and were constantly 
urging their agents to spend as little as possible on fortification or buildings of any sort” (171).  I 
argue that this profit motive affects their domestic settlements as well as colonial fortifications 
abroad.  
8
 Steggle notes the many references to Holland in The Sparagus Garden; he concentrates on 
Brome’s comparison of “this two-acre project to a miniature fen-drainage” (Place and Politics 
76), arguing that “fen drainage raised difficult questions of land-ownership, authority, ‘legitimate 
title’ to lands that did not previously exist” (77).   
9
 See Arjun Appadurai introduction to The Social Life of Things: Commodities in Cultural 
Perspective (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 1986), 3-63. 
10
 See Israel, “The Beginnings of the Dutch Colonial Empire,” 318-327. 
11
 Jonson immediately tries to lessen the anxieties over the reach of Dutch overseas trade by 
assuring the king that “my factors from lygourne [a trading port in Greece] haue aduertised that 
Warde the man of warre, for that is nowe the honorable name for a pyrate; hath taken theyr 
greatest Hulke [.] . . . [I]t is thought they will come whom [home] verye mvch dissolued” (176-
181).  Ward, though, represents another threat to the king; as Daniel Vitkus points out: Ward 
“exemplified the success and autonomy that may be achieved through an unruly masculine virtue 
that is willing and able to defy the rules laid down by the Christian authoritie” (Introduction 26).  
12
 Ramsey draws attention to the way urbanization shapes what she terms the “social 
topography” of London: “[E]xamples of indiscriminate building narratively precede accounts of 
social and economic change, so . . . the material topography appears to dictate the social 
topography” (254-55).  I concentrate on the “shock” Londoners register as they try to make sense 
of their new surroundings (Dening 94).  
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13
 See also Julie Sanders’s discussion of this issue in her introduction to The Sparagus Garden, 
Richard Brome Online, para. 18.   
14
 Bedford became a lightning rod for fen drainage opponents prompting Charles’s intervention 
(Sharpe, 255). 
15
 The play describes the Puritans and an economic underclass as equal scourges to the state. 
When the play was presented at court, the prologue welcomed James I by alluding to the ongoing 
hostilities between puritans and the crown: “Your Majesty is welcome to a Fair; / Such place, 
such men, such language, and such ware,/ You must expect; with these, the zealous noise / Of 
your land’s Faction, scandalized at toys, / As babies, hobby-horses, puppet-plays” (Pr. 1-5).   
16
 Bach, 124, 120. 
17
 Jonson’s The New Inne, as Bach explains, was supposed to serve as a rejoinder to 
Bartholomew Fair’s unruly state: “As a later development of Smithfield, The New Inne is a 
domesticated colonial space” (Bach 135).   
18
 Crosswill claims that James’s and Charles’s insistence on the continuation of traditional 
country sports and pastimes—practices puritans denounced—forced Gabriel into the town: “And 
he has done nothing but hanged the head, as you see now, ever since holiday sports were cried up 
in the country. And but for that, and to talk with some of the silenced pastors about it, I should 
not have drawn him up” (1.1.sp40).  He was only induced to accompany his father because, in 
the teeming metropolis, he could meet with small pockets of his radical brethren.  
19
 See J. Newman for a discussion of Inigo Jones’s involvement as the King’s Surveyor in 
Covent Garden’s uniform architecture.   Also see Zucker, “in the planning of the piazza, Bedford 
sought the assistance of Inigo Jones . . . the driving force behind the Stuart aesthetic of urban 
uniformity” (99).  Discussing the Earl of Bedford’s connections between fen drainage schemes 
and the development of Covent Garden, Sanders, in her introduction to The Sparagus Garden 
notes: “much of the profits he made from the lucrative fen drainage schemes was ploughed back 
into the very material and tangible product of building the area of London known as Covent 
Garden” (para. 18). 
20
 This is akin to Zucker’s formulation that “the erotic tension occasioned by the threshold space 
of the balcony structures a scene of disorderly sexuality that directly threatens the social tenor of 
the neighborhood by invoking the labor of prostituties” (106). 
21
 Howard and Turner articulate an oft-repeated sentiment about early Jacobean seventeenth 
century drama.  Butler states: “Plays by Brome, Shirley, and Davenant offered the audience 
images of themselves in parks, squares, taverns, and gaming houses, supplying standards against 
which forms and codes of behavior could be established” (110-111). 
22
 Zucker takes Crosswill’s injunction at face value: “a conventional story of young lovers effects 
an imaginary space on stage temporally purged of dis-ease, labor, and disorder.  The Covent 
Garden neighborhood reproduced in comic form is finally ‘fitt . . . for gentlemen of ability” 
(108). 
23
 For Carl Schmitt, sovereignty constitutes a transcendent figure by which a ruler can declare a 
state of emergency, suspending all laws, in such circumstances as civil war or other conditions 
that threaten to topple the state: “Sovereign is he who decides on the exception.” 
24
 As  Victoria Kahn explains, a highly-charged and unstable political authority prompted unrest 
throughout the early seventeenth century, “From James I's early political treatises through the 
parliamentary pamphleteers of the 1640s, reasoning about the exceptional case (or, in the 
rhetoric of the period, reason of state) was a burning political issue” (70). 
86 
 
                                                                                                                                                             
25
 As Steggle puts it, the site’s “perceived sexual and pseudo-military unruliness clearly touched 
a raw nerve in Caroline culture” (“Knave” 356). 
26
 Richard Brome, The Sparagus Garden, Modern Text, ed. Julie Sanders, Richard Brome Online 
(http://www.hrionline.ac.uk/brome), 3.1.speech416, 3.1.speech418. All subsequent references to 
this play are from this edition and will be cited parenthetically by act, scene, and speech number 
(abbreviated “sp”).  As Sanders points out, we need not think of these gardens as the only such 
site in London, but possibly one of several, “competing with one another for business.”  See 
Sanders, Introduction, para. 23.   
27
 The edition has no line numbers.  
28
 William Harbert writes: “Cesar was twice repulst ere he could see This litle world from all the 
world remote” (H4).    
29
 Butler writes: “Brome asks insistently what the ‘country’ is. . . . A Jovial Crew is a truly 
national play written at a turning point in the history of the English stage and the English nation” 
(275) 
30
 Richard Brome, A Jovial Crew, Modern Text, ed. Richard Cave et al., Richard Brome Online 
(http://www.hrionline.ac.uk/brome), 3.1.speech364.  
31
 When Patrico, the patriarch of the beggars, divulges his true identity as “grandson to that 
unhappy Wrought-on / Whom your grandfather craftily wrought / Of his estate” to Oldrents, 
Brome suggests how tenuous the claims of even supposedly respectable landholders have to their 
estates.  These cracks in English society are raised only to be too easily resolved.  Patrico 
continues, “[but] I do not charge / You with the least offence in this” (5.1.sp1034), implying that 
the continuation of a system—even a corrupt one—that orders society trumps his personal 
entitlement to the estate (in addition, we learn his nephew is Oldrents’ beloved steward and 
newly discovered son, Springlove, restoring part of the estate to his heirs).  Patrilineal 
succession, then, is still the way the characters in the play understand their world.  As Randall, 
Oldrents’s servant, proudly states earlier in the play, the estate “has been my master’s and his 
ancestors’ in that name above these three hundred years, as our house chronicle doth notify, and 
not yet to be let” (4.1.sp610). 
32
 See Martin Butler’s entry for Brome in the ODNB.   
33
 Richard Brome, A Jovial Crew, Quarto Text, ed. Richard Cave et al., Richard Brome Online 
(http://www.hrionline.ac.uk/brome), A4V; subsequent citations of Tatham’s letter refer to this 
page in the front matter of the Quarto text.  
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Chapter 3 
“Founding a firm state by proportions true”: Marvell and the Art of Nation Building 
 
When the Civil War overturned English society and as once-familiar locales were 
disfigured by the ongoing civil strife, poets and playwrights searched for ways to restore a sense 
of national identity.
1
  A Royalist ideology that hinged on a pristine relationship with the land was 
severely jeopardized during the Interregnum.
2
  Mid-century poems suggest the difficultly in 
using England’s topography in the service of ideological projects because the chaotic political 
environment fractured any sense of shared cultural landmarks.  They rewrite the English’s 
connection to their landscape, while, at the same time, attempting to create a cohesive national 
imaginary grounded in a reverence for the landscape.  While poets like Edmund Waller may try 
to convince the public that a land “torn with civil hate” can so soon be “made a glorious state” 
through Oliver Cromwell’s leadership, other poets recognize that much more ideological work 
must be carried out to re-establish a relationship between the English and their land (“A 
Panegyric to my Lord Protector,” The Poems 138).  In perhaps the starkest example of the 
emptiness of the domestic landscape, John Dryden’s “Heroic Stanzas” (1659) describes 
Cromwell’s internal campaigns as obliterating the English countryside.  Cartographic 
representations of the land are outdated as names for towns, counties, and rivers reflect former 
invaders or settlers that have been superseded by Cromwell’s military victories: “He fought 
secure of fortune as of fame/ Till by new maps the island might be shown / Of conquests, which 
he strewed where’er he came” (ll. 53-55).  While the poem praises Cromwell’s military prowess 
in these flights of poetic fancy, it also calls attention to how fighting between the New Model 
Army and Royalists has destabilized how the English conceive of long-familiar landmarks.  The 
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poem suggests that Cromwell has complicated the meanings of these cultural and historical 
markers: new maps, which stand in for a disordered English national mindset, must be generated 
to mark his military victories, erasing long-cherished associations with these sites.   
National identity then must be re-imagined at a time when internal divisions over the 
future of England intensify and other European powers, such as the Netherlands, dominate 
discussions of foreign commerce.  Recently, critics have positioned Andrew Marvell’s early 
1650s poems as defining the parameters of these ongoing debates.  I begin this chapter by 
analyzing how Marvell interrogates English fantasies of immense wealth and empty landscapes 
in the New World because they permit the English to defer or forgo resolving England’s internal 
discord and dealing with the inevitable creolization that the English undergo in the West Indies.  
The New World, though, provides a fertile landscape for Marvell and Waller to experiment with 
English identity, while the Netherlands——portrayed as representing, for Marvell and many of 
his contemporaries, a problematic world in which individuals cannot count on a common social 
imaginary to face external threats—presents the limit case.  Specifically, “Bermudas” (July 
1653-Dec. 1654) and “The Character of Holland” (Feb.-March 1653) demonstrate two opposing 
models of national identity that Marvell rejects.  On the one hand, Marvell describes the 
Bermudas as mythical island that can serve to engender a stable identity.  The religious pilgrims 
who arrive on this island imagine this territory as both England and not England—an island 
fortified by geologic and other natural features but also free from the destabilizing contact with 
foreign cultures.  On the other hand, “The Character of Holland” describes porous borders that 
are literally reflected in the anatomy of its peoples, demonstrating how indistinct geographical 
boundaries engender disunity and fragmented identities. 
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In “Bermudas,” Marvell censures the radical worldview of English sects because of their 
unwillingness to accept the realpolitik conditions of the world around them.  Marvell’s more 
subtle critique in “Bermudas” of radical Puritan sects morphs into a vitriolic judgment of the 
Fifth Monarchists in “First Anniversary of the Government under H. H. the Lord Protector.”   He 
seems more supportive of the English colonists in “Bermudas” than he is of the Fifth 
Monarchists in “First Anniversary,” but he nevertheless repeatedly demonstrates the 
provinciality of the small godly crew who arrive “Unto an Isle so long unknow.” (l. 7).  They are 
strangely unaware of the history of the Bermudas and indifferent to the specific biota and 
geography of the island.  The “unespied” island had been discovered by Juan Bermudez in 1515 
and was settled by the Somers Islands, or Bermuda, Company, chartered in 1615 (Kupperman 
123 – 25).  In fact, Edmund Waller, in “The Battle of the Summer Islands” (1638) rhetorically 
asks: “Bermudas, walled with rocks, who does not know? / That happy island where huge 
lemons grow” (66).  For Marvell’s “deluded voyagers” (Rajan 51), as one critic calls them, these 
Atlantic islands serve as an ideal site to project onto the surrounding landscape new meanings to 
reconstitute English identity.  Yet Marvell acknowledges that severing completely ties between 
the New World and England and treating the New World as unchartered territory is not a viable 
alternative to dealing with the turmoil in England.   
Part of Marvell’s task in his poems “An Horation Ode upon Cromwell’s Return from 
Ireland” (June-July 1650) and “The First Anniversary” (late Dec. 1654-early Jan. 1655) is to 
construct an ideologically cohesive image of the land because England’s topography in the 1650s 
has such fraught meanings after the Civil War.  While I agree with John Creaser’s argument that 
Marvell in “An Horation Ode” is “seeking to persuade himself, against his reservations, that all 
will be for the best in a republic where Cromwell will not abuse his power” (Creaser, “Prosodic 
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Style” 6), I would like to trace the ways in which Marvell makes it possible to understand 
Cromwell’s power after a history of monarchical rule.  I emphasize that Marvell’s ambivalent 
way of thinking about Charles’s execution and Cromwell’s ascendency is best understood by 
paying close attention to the poet’s invocation of theatrical discourse both to reconcile the 
English during this chaotic period and to distance them from the events that divide them.  Henry 
Turner describes how poets and playwrights draw on the “epistemological assumptions” from the 
“spatial arts” (surveying, carpentry, masonry, and fortification); they rightly presuppose that their 
audience is already prepared to conceptualize the imaginary space being created on stage (21).   
The fascination with cartography—and the concomitant understanding of cartographic 
semiotics—conditions the English to be able to project geographical features and, sometimes, 
ethnographic and political characteristics of a distant space onto localized spaces.  Turner 
explains that these advancements prepare the English to imagine the settings actors evoke 
onstage: “One of the significant epistemological consequences of sixteenth-century cartography . 
. . is that for the first time social as well as natural phenomena could be visualized and analyzed 
in the form of static graphic abstractions” (28).  The overlapping connotations of the word “plot” 
illustrate drama’s capacity to prompt its audience to conceive of spaces with their own social and 
historical forces.  Turner emphasizes how the word “plot” enacts these spaces; it is used to 
signify “a schema of stage action,” and “a distinct mode of practical [military] intelligence . . . 
that builds on the dramatic structures of both Roman . . . comedy and medieval drama but which 
modifies them by modeling methods of reasoning in which an intricate spatial disposition, or 
‘situation,’ of action is a critical aspect of the deliberative process” (23).  In other words, a 
character’s entrance or exit on stage—a signal that advances the plot—triggers the audience to 
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imagine a fresh set of spatial coordinates.  Within these specific settings, the characters establish 
new meanings with their speech and interactions.    
Marvell encapsulates these modes of thought when he describes Cromwell:  
Who, from his private gardens, where 
He lived reserved and austere 
As if his highest plot 
To plant the bergamot, 
Could by industrious valour climb 
To ruin the great work of time, 
And cast the kingdoms old 
Into another mould. (“An Horatian Ode” 29-36)  
Marvell’s irony in these lines is to minimize the importance of Cromwell’s tending his domestic 
garden but also to posit that these endeavors are precisely the type of preparation necessary for 
conquering England and restructuring its society.  While Lord Fairfax whose “warlike Studies 
could not cease; / But laid these Gardens out in sport / In the just Figure of a Fort” (“Upon 
Appleton” 284-86), Cromwell prepares for his future military engagements in the garden of his 
country estate.  Designing in miniature the shape of his “plot,” Cromwell demarcates the 
boundaries of his garden and formations of his plants, anticipating the broader schema of his 
successful military campaigns.  Cromwell and his supporters must establish alternative spatial 
and temporal dimensions that do not correspond to the “kingdom’s old” and the “great work of 
time,” or the social milieu and chronological order that has led to traditional English social 
conditions and the political structures that regulate them.  As we will see, Marvell seeks to 
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introduce this alternative dimension, a new world in place of this “kingdoms old” by offering the 
discourse of the theater to provide the necessary epistemology to visualize “another mould.”   
Marvell confronts the problem of how to transition between the hallowed, domestic space 
of Cromwell’s and Fairfax’s personal gardens and the larger space of England.  Domestic 
turmoil and military conflict in the British isles as well as Cromwell’s external colonial ventures 
in the New World prompt the need to create connections between the English countryside and 
vast tracts of (sometimes uncharted) land on which Cromwell must overlay new names 
indicating sovereign authority.  Marvell suggests that the English imagine Cromwell’s garden as 
an antecedent to a newly conquered and consecrated England.   Mimi Yiu explains the difference 
between chōra, used to describe a sacred site, a local region or country, and topos, which 
“generally indexed an impersonal and empirically precise site”: “[I]n opposition to the quest for 
a totalizing and impersonal global map that characterized the Age of Discovery, the rise of a 
peculiarly Renaissance practice known as chorography (‘the graphing or writing of chora’) 
reflected an increasingly urgent necessity of representing the space of home to a nation of 
readers, of looking not outward to the expansion of empire but inward to domestic space” (77).  
While Yiu may overstate the extent of England’s empire in the early seventeenth century, she 
rightly points out the dialectic of territorial expansion and internal heterogeneity.   In the midst of 
England’s internal division and Cromwell’s Western Design, beginning in late 1654, Marvell 
attempts to resolve this dilemma by underscoring how Cromwell already has inscribed the 
bounds of his empire by plotting the figure of his garden.  This garden is both a consecrated spot 
and an empirically mapped space, achieving the objective of familiarizing the public with newly 
conquered land and drawing on the public’s familiarity with cartographic semiotics.  Cromwell 
then organizes England in a way that is coextensive with his empire-building, an empire that 
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expands outward from his domestic plot to the country to the wider world.  This spatial 
ontology—a way of conceiving of the country that prioritizes expansion—prepares the English 
to incorporate new territories into their sense of “England.” 
In “First Anniversary,” Marvell evokes the register of the spatial arts, building on the 
theatrical language he developed in earlier poems.  Marvell’s description of Cromwell’s 
statecraft—“Founding a firm state by proportions true”—suggests the way in which the English 
should visualize their new state.   By the early seventeenth century, practical geometry was 
understood, as “a performative mode of knowledge.”  “[O]nly through the act of physical 
mimesis,” Turner explains, can “the speculative principles . . . become understandable and the 
workman will have come to a self-conscious and retrospective understanding of what he has 
been doing all along” (76). Marvell represents England as an intact geometrical diagram from 
which the English can reorder their day-to-day lives by re-inscribing these “proportions true.”  
But it is Cromwell, according to Marvell, who creates the initial iconic image, the “founding” 
figure who sketches the territorial boundaries and establishes the social networks that connect the 
country.  In “An Horation Ode” Marvell invites his readers to imagine Charles’s execution as a 
play, opening up a fictional dimension through which the English can relegate the regicide.  In 
this way, a temporary “England” witnessed Charles’s execution; Marvell cleanses the real space 
of England from this controversial and bloody episode.  Marvell’s “An Horatian Ode,” then, 
prepares the foundation for Cromwell in “First Anniversary” to lay claim to the land.   
  
1. Settling the New World 
Before considering Marvell’s “dramatic” poems—“A Horation Ode,” “First 
Anniversary,” and “Upon Appleton House”—I would like to discuss how the New World 
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functions as a possible, but ultimately discarded site, to shore up English national identity.  
Because Waller’s “Battle of the Summer Islands” is so intimately related to Marvell’s 
“Bermudas,” I would like to discuss how Marvell responds to Waller’s celebration of these 
islands as exemplifying conditions that might rejuvenate a decaying and morally corrupt 
England.   While Waller holds out hope that the West Indies can correct the wayward English 
rather than perpetuate England’s degeneration, by serving as a market for England’s 
manufactured goods and an endless storehouse of resources, Marvell suggests that precluding 
“conversation” between England and its colonies might insulate the colonists from England’s 
contaminating influence, but also underscores that impermeable boundaries are not possible in a 
shrinking world.  
Waller’s poem describes the inequitable interchange between the colony and the mother 
country.  He portrays the traffic between the islands and England as unprofitable for both sides 
because in exchange for valuable produce the colonists receive unnecessary luxury items. And, 
instead of maximizing what the Bermudas have to offer, the Somers Island Company’s directors 
force the islanders to trade exclusively with merchants connected with the company, framing the 
colonists’ experiences on the island and, ultimately, threatening their very existence.  
Epitomizing these abuses, one hand-picked agent of the company “had stood against the united 
council, refusing to allow the desperate colonists to buy food from an English merchant 
unconnected with the Somers Islands Company” (Kupperman 63).  The lush vegetation offers 
colonists everything they need to flourish on the island, and they export their harvest to England, 
“our coarser land”; in return, the colonists receive superfluous items from England: “Nature 
these cates with such a lavish hand / Pours out among them, that our coarser land / Tastes of that 
bounty, and does cloth return / Which not for warmth, but ornament, is worn” (67).  While the 
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island dwellers enjoy the abundance of fruits on the island, the rich English landowners require 
their tenants to export tobacco:  “Tobacco is the worst of things, which they / To English 
landlords, as their tribute, pay / Such is the mould, that the blessed tenant feeds / On precious 
fruits, and pays his rent in weeds” (67).  The rich land yields so much that the islanders can feast 
and still supply their landlords with the allotted cash crop.   
Waller laments that the colonists commodify the island’s abundance; the traffic of cloth 
to the New World and tobacco to the Old underscores the destructive exercise of commerce.  The 
island, uninhabited for centuries, has so far remained an Edenic paradise despite the colonists’ 
mercenary objectives: “Heaven sure has kept this spot of earth uncursed, / To show how all 
things were created first” (67).  In other words, domesticating the island has not improved the 
landscape.  The Bermudas, though, have so far withstood their misguided “improvements” to the 
land.     
In Waller’s Bermudas, the climate nourishes flora and matures people, who in other 
climates are imperfectly formed.  On the island, “a small grain in some few Months will be / A 
firm, a lofty, and a spacious tree.”  He contrasts this atmosphere to the growing conditions in 
England: 
And as their trees, in our dull Region set  
But faintly grow, and no perfection get;  
So, in this northern tract, our hoarser throats  
Utter unripe and ill-constrained notes. (68) 
Waller then understands the English as unfit for their “native” land and portrays the Bermudas as 
a more natural land and climate that suits the English constitution.  As Susan Scott Parrish 
reminds us, “things natural to a place . . . were believed to have an interlocked physicality. . . .  
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Therefore, when colonials [discussed] biology or ethnography, their own identities . . . were 
undergoing a creolization to this locality. . . .  Theirs was a kind of auto-ethnography through 
biotic traces” (296 – 97).  Moreover, Waller hints at another liability to life in the Old World: 
poets cannot exercise the extent of their abilities to unite a nation in England.  Just as the climate 
produces stunted biota in England, it also constrains the voices of poets, limiting their capacity to 
celebrate the imperfect landscape.  In contrast, plants grow straight and true in the New World; 
these botanical certainties operate as metaphors for the ways in which visitors become principled 
in the Bermudas rather than give in to ignoble passions: “No passion there in my free breast 
should move·/ None but the sweet and best of passions, love” (68).  Waller’s comparison 
between the climates of the New and Old World warns the English against overdeveloping these 
islands.  He suggests that if the English destroy the natural world of the Bermudas and degrade 
its ecosystem through a plantation economy, they will recreate a landscape that engenders 
morally inferior peoples pursuing ignoble ends.   
Waller invites comparisons between England and the Bermudas to suggest how the New 
World can rejuvenate a relationship between people and their surroundings; they must act as 
stewards of the natural world rather than destroy it for commercial benefit.  When they engage in 
unfettered industry they effect their own annihilation.   The next canto opens by describing the 
island’s natural fortifications; much like England’s rocky coastline, these barriers enclose the 
“nation” of Bermuda (66): “Though rocks so high about the island rise, / That well they may the 
numerous Turks despise” (69).  This image reworks Gaunt’s description of this “sceptred isle . . . 
in the silver sea, / Which serves it in the office of a wall . . . . Against the envy of less happier 
lands.”  This conception of England and now the Bermudas as a bounded isle—the country is a 
“fortress built by Nature for herself / Against infection and the hand of war”—is now threatened 
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(Shakespeare, Richard II II.i.43-44).  Canto II describes an unknown, ominous threat to the 
island, which turns out to be two whales—a mother and a son—bellowing because they have 
been caught on the rocky coastline.  The “Bermudian[s]” (73), upon seeing the whales, 
immediately commercialize the prey and envision the work they must complete in terms of units 
of lucrative commodities: “And, as the purchase of their future toil, / These share the bones, and 
they divide the oil” (70).  Instead of demonstrating a mindset in which colonists band together to 
feed each other with the prey or even one in which they appreciate the marine life, they 
understand their community as one held together by the commercial spoils the island has to offer.   
Canto III describes the sordid battle between the avaricious colonists and the beleaguered 
whales whose miserable circumstances and filial affection should inspire sympathy rather than 
greed and brutality.  The “vigorous lads” mercilessly discharge their firearms and, in keeping 
with the mock heroic verse of the last two cantos, launch “javelins” (73) into the mother whale in 
the hopes of reaping the financial spoils from her dead carcass.  In her distress she “tears the air 
with such a noise” that her “escaped son” (73) returns to aid his mother.  Momentarily catching 
their breath after their blood-thirsty attack, “The men, amazed, blush to see the seed / Of 
monsters human piety exceed” (73).  Finally, Neptune intercedes and carries both whales out to 
sea and the colonists lose their “prey” and their weapons.  Waller suggests that the greed of the 
colonists overrides a sense of propriety and balance.  An allegory for the way in which 
commercialization ruins what should be a mutually beneficial relationship between England and 
her colony, the “battle” between the whales and the Bermudians underscores how planting crops 
not suitable for the climate and committing other acts against nature alienates the colonists from 
the land.  Waller suggests the island can serve as a reminder of how the English have despoiled 
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their beleaguered mother country; the poet pleads with his countrymen to allow the Bermudas to 
appeal to their better natures.    
In contrast to Waller, Marvell suggests the impracticality and temporality of an earthly 
paradise in his “Bermudas.”  The poem anticipates his disapproval of the way in which the 
radical English sects he partly sympathizes with refuse to compromise their principles when 
rebuilding the English state.  Dismissing the worldview of these godly reformers, Marvell 
suggests that they obsess over secure, territorial boundaries but cannot conceptualize immediate 
threats.  While Suvir Kaul cautions that in this poem “the nation is not an operative category,” he 
concedes that “poets [during the mid to late seventeenth and eighteenth centuries] were never far 
from attempting to define England . . . as a land of enterprising merchants, hardy sailors, and 
powerful leaders committed to the expansion of national power” (46).  In other words, when 
English poets project these ideal traits onto colonists in unknown lands—as Marvell does in this 
poem—they lay the foundation for their readers to begin to Anglicize foreign outposts.  Marvell 
seems to offer these radical Protestants, who embody resoluteness and a commercial mindset, as 
the core of an identity from which a distinct English nationality can flourish.  Yet Marvell 
ultimately suggests that these exemplary domestic traits clash with religious extremism.   
Marvell emphasizes that more than just religious purity is needed to sustain a colony or 
state by undermining the exiles’ colonial project through his portrayal of the Bermudas as 
vulnerable and unstable.  Indeed, his imagined exiles seem to project their own rootlessness onto 
the island; they imagine the Bermudas as a ship, like their small boat which sails along the 
coastline.  They describe their “discovery” with a “song” that is picked up and carried by the 
winds: “Where the remote Bermudas ride / In th’ocean’s bosom unespied / From a small boat, 
that rowed along / The list’ning winds received the song” (1-4).  The Bermudas seem a 
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temporary oasis in the changeable seas.  The floating islands figuratively have no fixed 
geographical location: the “remote” Bermudas “ride” along the ocean currents.  The ephemeral 
nature of the song suggests the exiles’ insular and solipsistic colonial project: it may be the 
appropriate way to describe a godly paradise but it makes their vision seem as fleeting as the 
“list’ning winds.”     
Because of its topographical instability and remoteness, this colony does not encounter 
the same threats that jeopardize the existence of other newfound lands.  Indeed, the poem 
fantasizes that the island will be an impermeable colony.  The rest of the short poem emphasizes 
the potential colonists’ naïve faith that the Bermudas can remain sealed off from the rest of the 
world.  They ascribe every event to God: “Where He the huge sea-monsters wracks, / That lift 
the deep upon their backs. / He lands us on a grassy stage” (9-11).  Attempting to explain what 
they see as divine providence safeguarding their small boat while gigantic leviathans are thrown 
helplessly on the beach, the exiles proclaim their thanks to God.  God destroys threats to the 
colonists’ well-being, patrolling the Bermudas’ borders.  He “led” them “through the wat’ry 
maze,” which presumably acts as a buffer for the island and excludes those who are unworthy to 
bask in “this eternal spring” (6, 13).  If the whales in Waller’s poem derive their exemplary 
morality from the “interlocked physicality,” to use Parrish’s language, with a pristine island, the 
exiles’ depiction of the islands’ creatures as “sea-monsters” indicates their squandering and poor 
stewardship of god-given resources.  Consequently, the exiles’ project—to live in a land as pure 
as themselves and free from the corrupting influences of England—is doomed before it begins: 
how can this pure land shape a standard of morality if they are always already disconnected from 
its living organisms because of their commercial practices?   
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“The Bermudas” captures a singular moment of overconfidence at the inception of the 
British Empire—one that Marvell cautions against.  A couple years after Marvell wrote the 
poem, in England as well as Jamaica, “the Western Design was deemed a dismal failure” 
(Pestana 7).  As Carla Pestana argues, the English expected their godliness to “ensure economic 
prowess, military dominance, and a vastly increased empire in the Americas” (2), and the 
Bermudas seemed the destination to fulfill this promise.  The English who embarked on 
Cromwell’s Western Design evinced a marked degree of overconfidence because of their success 
in the British isles and because “with God on their side” they felt they were destined for great 
feats (Pestana 6).  Suvir Kaul even calls “Bermudas” the “single utopian moment in the poetry of 
travel, ‘discovery,’ and colonization produced in early modern England” because Marvell 
“depicts in the new islands only the rewards of faith” (45 – 6).  But he overlooks Marvell’s 
concerns with the island as an aesthetic and imaginary creation that exists only in the mind’s eye.  
English overconfidence to the point of recklessness is the type of worldview that Marvell 
anticipates and warns against in “The Bermudas.”  Throughout the poem, Marvell emphasizes 
the fragility and ephemeral nature of the colony; he imagines it as a rare natural phenomenon—
or even a mirage:    
He hangs in shades the orange bright,  
Like golden lamps in a green night. 
And does in the pom’granates close, 
Jewels more rich that Ormus shows. (17-20) 
This epistemological quandary in which the Old World must be relied upon to understand, 
perceive, and register the New underscores the absurdity of the exiles’ worldview: believing that 
their fellow countrymen persecute them for their religious views—views that supposedly divide 
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them from other English people—they imagine a landscape that exceeds the wealth of Asian 
entrepôts.  The abundant flora and wealth of the island, however, eliminates the possibility of 
scarcity, competition, and other environmental and social inequities that lead to civil strife.  This 
conception of the New World undermines the exiles’ rationale for discovering a New World in 
which they can develop their religious views and impairs others who might seek in the New 
World more meaningful interconnections with the land or its peoples. The overt 
commodification recalls mercantile conceptions of a God who sanctions trade because resources 
that are necessary to all are spread over the globe.  In this view, God situates valuable resources 
across the globe because he wants to initiate prosperous exchanges among different cultures—
trade, in this way, even operates as a universal language, redeeming man’s downfall symbolized 
by their construction of the Tower of Babel.  In 1621, Peter Heylyn, an ardent Royalist, wrote: 
“Our most provident and glorious Creator so furnished Countries with severall commodities, that 
amongst all there might be sociable conversation, and one standing in need of the other, all might 
be combined in a common league, and exhibite mutuall succours” (8).  The exiles, though, 
predictably inverts Heylyn’s conception of a God who sanctions mutually beneficial trade and 
identify God as having carried out that work for them.  God surpasses the wealth of the Middle 
East—the Old World which the exiles are familiar with—in the New World, establishing an 
imperialist paradise.   
In the process, God provides the commodities for them, saving the exiles from the 
necessity of “sociable conversation” or face-to-face interaction with foreign peoples.  
Conceptions of the New World as a Garden of Eden underscore its virgin landscape and its vast 
raw resources that will increase the coffers of old-world powers, but the exiles in the Bermudas 
can only imagine a New World that imports its commodities, like a stage set, from the Old 
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World.  The orange tree provides bursts of light in the “green night,” amplifying the unreality of 
an island that does not adhere to the natural rhythms of sunrise and sunset.   
Most notably, they project their rigid model of the self onto their surroundings; the short 
40-line poem, therefore, repeatedly shows how these colonialists conceptualize their 
surroundings as a fortress that excludes anyone who does not adhere to their religious principles.  
Marvell juxtaposes the “golden lamps” on a “grassy stage” and the microcosmic world of a 
pomegranate, underscoring the membrane that protects the island from the outside world.  God, 
according to the pilgrims, encloses seeds more valuable than the jewels of Ormuz within the 
Bermudas.  The Bermudas then serve as the exiles’ personal entrepôt, a commercial center at 
which God stores the most valuable commodities the world has to offer.  Commenting on this 
fantasy, Balachandra Rajan writes that “Ormuz was once the emporium of the Orient, and 
Marvell’s deluded voyagers to the Bermudas dream appropriately of ‘jewels more rich than 
Ormus shows’” (51).  In other words, Marvell’s voyagers superimpose Orientalist trading ports 
on a New World, distancing themselves from any real relation with the Natives or surroundings.  
John Creaser remarks that, “Marvell writes as if still sharing the enthusiasm of those who re-
discovered the islands early in the century, but his sub-text implies the bleaker realities which 
followed” (“Existential Liberty” 154).  These “bleaker realities” of the Bermudas which do not 
harmonize with the exiles’ religious zeal suggest how visions of a “new world”—what Creaser 
calls a “surrogate island”—will not automatically materialize to vindicate a group’s religious 
purity.   
Perhaps Marvell’s metonymy of the pomegranate for the Bermudas encapsulates most 
clearly his stance toward the exiles. The pomegranate, “a symbol of . . . plenty, unity, and 
chastity” (OED #1a), represents the prospect of natural life remaining in a contradictory state of 
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suspended, artificial fecundity.  This window into the interior of the pomegranate in which the 
seeds are enclosed indicates how the exiles view all sublunary regions and even heaven.  God 
“frame[s]” the coastline of the island to form a temple within: “And in these rocks for us did 
frame / A temple, where to sound His name” (31-2).  And finally they hope their exaltations 
reach “heaven’s vault” “which thence (perhaps) rebounding, may / Echo beyond the Mexique 
Bay” (34-36).  From the microcosmic world of the pomegranate to heaven’s vault, each space, 
defined by enclosed boundaries, contains the objects within it. The exiles communicate strictly 
with God, suggesting their insular view of the world.  This conception of borders extends to the 
way in which they consider each separate area as a container upon which forces “rebound.”  
They unconvincingly hope that their song might influence the surrounding Catholic colonies and 
indigenous areas without these peoples affecting them.  Arriving at an isle “far kinder than our 
own” (8), these religious extremists have no practical foundations on which to establish a lasting 
colony.  Because the exiles imagine themselves apart from their former community, they 
conceive of their colonial enterprise as disconnected from the surrounding regions. In short, 
perceived psycho-social boundaries manifest as geographical borders, creating an illusory space 
of pure faith.    
 
2. Dangerous Transculturation 
The exiles’ vision of a New World safely ensconced and protected from outside threats 
demonstrates one discarded model for identity.  Marvell offers another model embodied by the 
Dutch whose leaky bodies correspond to their country’s porous boundaries in “The Character of 
Holland”; the poet suggests that undefined national boundaries engender (literally) a permeable 
identity.  By presenting his readers with an example of a country which permits too much 
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religious and cultural latitude, he downplays the disunity within England after the Civil War.  At 
the same time, he undermines the methods of England’s chief commercial rival in order to 
reconstruct English national identity.  For Marvell, the Netherlands provides an ideal foil 
because its precarious boundaries are threatened by natural disasters—he characterizes Holland 
as a “weather-beaten province” (“The Character of Holland” l. 109)—and powerful Roman 
Catholic invaders.  For example, in one evocative passage, Marvell likens Holland to a bear 
chained to a post and the sea to a dog “barking” and “bait[ing]” the bear who “struggle[es]” to 
escape.  He asks,  
How did they rivet, with gigantic piles,  
Thorough the centre their new-catched miles; 
And to the stake a struggling country bound,  
Where barking waves still bait the forced ground; (17-20)   
Instead of a stable and well-defined topography, which can, as Peter Sahlins and others have 
demonstrated, supposedly engender a cohesive national identity (qtd. in Colley 5 – 6), Holland is 
a collection of “gigantic piles” fished from the sea and “forced” or bolted in place.  Always in 
danger of being washed away, the fluid boundaries are reflected in the Dutch bodies.  Deriding 
the Dutch women at church, he writes:  
See but their mermaids with their tails of fish 
Reeking at church over a chafing-dish 
. . .  
While the fat steam of female sacrifice 
Fills the priest’s nostrils and puts out his eyes. (85-86, 91-92) 
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Analyzing this passage, Kaul writes, “Dutch women embody, and render more immediate and 
grotesque, the porosity that characterizes the geography of their nation” (56).  Marvell juxtaposes 
this stanza depicting female bodies and the boorish behavior of Dutch sailors who abroad “Cut 
out each other’s Athos to a man; / And carve in their large bodies, where they please, / The arms 
of the United Province” (98-100).  Alluding to a Macedonian sculptor’s proposal to Alexander 
“to fashion Mount Athos into his likeness” (Smith 254n98), Marvell emphasizes the inherent 
paradox in the Netherlands’ overseas ambitions:  their own uncertain borders have engendered a 
fragile national identity, prompting the Dutch repeatedly to recalibrate their national identity 
while attempting to expand their presence abroad.  By yoking the domestic porous body with the 
Dutchman abroad who cuts out in their fellow sailors shapes in their own image, Marvell 
underscores how unsuited potential Dutch colonists are for settling new territory: how can they 
expect to colonize when they have not firmly established the boundaries of their own country?  
Because they are insecure about the perimeter of the Netherlands, they repeatedly and 
inappropriately reenact this boundary-formation abroad.   
Not only are the borders of their country uncertain, but the Dutch also have no single 
ethnic or social identity.  Marvell identifies the republic’s overly tolerant government as enabling 
the country’s competing national and religious identities.  New arrivals, whose misfortunes on 
the sea force them to seek whatever shelter the country affords, have difficulty assimilating to 
Dutch “natives” and cannot establish a firm foothold in the Netherlands.  Because of the 
topographic vagueness and because the Netherlands, in Marvell’s view, has no single majority 
religion or political ideology, a cohesive community is unlikely to form. In these early stanzas, 
he describes the Netherlands as a colonial outpost or piratical vessel where the inhabitants 
consist of castaways from shipwrecks: “Sure when religion did itself embark, / And from the east 
 106 
 
would westward steer its ark / It struck, and splitting on this unknown ground, / Each one thence 
pillaged the first piece he found” (67-70).   In this passage, the broken parts of the vessel add to 
the “cockle” (6), or (mollusk) shell-like outgrowth from the permanent states of Europe that is 
the Dutch state and the crew clings to the splintered pieces of the Dutch land and the splintered 
religious ideologies of seventeenth-century Europe.  Instead of a unified state, the Netherlands is 
where communities come apart.  Inhabitants of the country therefore salvage what they can.   
The uncertain topography of the Netherlands has an ontological advantage that England’s 
secure coastline does not offer. The Netherlands’ vulnerable land propels the economy and 
advances the colonial interests of the state.  In this poem, Marvell scorns the Dutch for, in his 
view, cynically permitting religious freedom; the financial prowess of the state depends on its 
willingness to subordinate religious principles to crass money-making.  He also suggests that the 
Netherlands’ ambition to control overseas trade is their primary motive for welcoming foreign 
merchants, not an altruistic objective of establishing a pluralistic society. Amsterdam, in 
Marvell’s construction, is a burse in which different religions are accepted as appropriate coinage 
and can be “changed” to whatever “tender” is currently in fashion: “Hence Amsterdam, Turk-
Christian-Pagan-Jew,/ Staple of sects and mint of schism grew;/ That bank of conscience, where 
not one so strange/ Opinion but finds credit, and exchange” (71-74).  Marvell underscores the 
ease with which various immigrants embrace the financial markets which foster transculturation; 
Dutch society produces schismatic individuals who do not exhibit the characteristics of distinct 
cultures but instead are so adaptable that they have no distinct attributes whatsoever.   Economic 
indices like “exchange” and “credit” have been so thoroughly internalized that the people have 
no stable sense of selfhood and, therefore, cannot draw on a common imaginary to face external 
threats.   
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3. (Re)settling London 
Marvell’s First Anniversary, outlines the tension between sects such as the Fifth 
Monarchists, who prophesied the destruction of the kingdom, and Cromwell, who reconstructs 
the country in the aftermath of the Civil War and reconciles squabbling factions within England.  
Cromwell, or Amphion, the legendary founder of Thebes, unites the commonwealth because he 
has the unique and wide-ranging talents to reconstruct the country and command its military and 
government:  
Now through the strings a martial rage he throws, 
And joining straight the Theban tow’r arose;  
Then as he strokes them with a touch more sweet, 
The flocking marbles in a palace meet 
But, for he most the graver notes did try,  
Therefore the temples reared their columns high: 
Thus, ere he ceased, his sacred lute creates 
Th’harmonious city of the seven gates. (ll. 59-66) 
Unlike the imagined exiles in the Bermudas, Cromwell first establishes the city’s defenses and 
the state infrastructure and then—“ere he ceased”—the religious institutions.3 Again 
appropriating from Waller, this time his “Upon His Majesty’s Repairing of St. Paul’s” (1638, 
1645), a poem about Charles I’s controversial restoration of the church which demolished 
surrounding shops and churches to celebrate the grandeur of the monarch and concentrate his 
power, Marvell seems to concede Waller’s view that indeed factions exist but posits that 
Cromwell is the only figure who can unite these squabbling groups.  Waller, unlike Marvell, 
stresses continuity, hence patrilineal succession, rather than a new era, “an earnest of [Charles’s] 
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grand design, / To frame no new church, but the old refine” (St. Paul’s,” The Poems 17).  In 
another example of Charles’s style of rule—Waller writes, “But beauty, with a bloodless 
conquest, finds / A welcome sovereignty in rudest minds” (17)—the monarch authorizes 
architectural marvels, transforming the physical environment, rather than addressing the 
exigencies of a wide set of English society.  In recasting Waller’s celebration, Marvell transfers 
Charles’s symbolic power to Cromwell; in the process, Marvell imaginatively demolishes the 
monarch’s large-scale projects by evoking the civil engineering of a mythical and classical era.  
The “Theban tow’r” and palace “marbles,” together with the “temples” of the state-sponsored 
church, are metonymic for the institutions that Cromwell unites under his power.  Marvell 
evokes Cromwell as a legendary founder of London, recreating English traditions while 
redefining them for contemporary purposes.  The “tow’r[s]” and edifices that comprise the 
“harmonious city of the seven gates” evoke a bygone era before the rapid expansion of the city 
limits in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries.
4
  Marvell here employs the well-
established tropes that comprise English foundational myths.  Janette Dillon writes: “Defining 
the city of London by reference to its visible boundary is well established in both social and 
textual tradition. . . . [F]oundation myths repeatedly centered on the walls and gates as markers 
of the city limits” (127 – 28).  Marvell, then, places Cromwell in the pantheon of mythical 
settlers, suggesting that he is an instrument of God’s will to refound England after the abuses of 
its former sinful rulers.    
Importantly, Marvell’s England allows personal liberties, but unlike the Dutch state, the 
English share enough characteristics with one another to engender a strong commonwealth.  
Marvell implies that, at least for the time being, foreign powers view England as a strongly 
unified state: “What oaken forests, and what golden mines! / What mints of men, what union of 
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designs!” (353-54).  Robert Markley, citing John Evelyn’s Sylva, or a Discourse of Forest Trees 
(1664), states that oaks symbolize “a coherent national identity that depends on naval strength 
and international trade to protect England against threats abroad” (“Contradictions of Nature” 
93).  Instead of a “mint of schism,” like the Netherlands, England produces “mints of men,” or 
like-minded individuals, who, together, form a unified community and have a single purpose.  In 
Marvell’s formulation, it is precisely the “union of designs” which forges the products of the 
commonwealth—the English people—into patriotic subjects rather than greedy, self-interested 
merchants that circulate abroad and carry with them the “stamp” of Englishness. And it is these 
internal characteristics that, because they do not change, signal England’s prowess: “Of floating 
islands, a new-hatched nest; / A fleet of worlds, of other worlds in quest” (358-59).  This couplet 
directly answers the Dutch who “Cut out each other’s Athos to a man” overseas; because 
England’s defined boundaries has engendered a unified and stable peoplehood, they are more 
equipped to colonize and remake the world in their own image.       
Marvell’s argument that power must have a basis in land aligns with James Harrington’s 
The Commonwealth of Oceana.  Harrington’s famous aphorism—“The sea giveth law unto the 
growth of Venice, but the growth of Oceana giveth law unto the sea” (6)—suggests that stable, 
more permanent empires require a tangible foundation in territory to control and benefit from 
peripheral colonies.  Drawing on Machiavelli’s Discourses on Livy, which advises countries to 
“get partners but not so much that the rank of command, the seat of empire, and the title of the 
enterprises do not remain with you” (136), Harrington demonstrates how empires which have 
little “domestic or national” but a significant “foreign and provincial” territory are inherently 
unstable (11).
5
  Oceana, or England, with its homeland territories of Ireland and Wales provides 
a “root or foothold” to expand: “because unto property producing empire, it is required that it 
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should have certain root or foothold, which, except in land, it cannot have.” In the very next 
paragraph, he states, “in such cities as subsist most by trade and have little or no land, as Holland 
and Genoa, the balance of treasure may be equal unto that of land” (Harrington 13).  Yet these 
special cases merely explain contemporary exceptions to the rule.  Marvell and Harrington share 
a belief that domestic territory provides the essential basis for a stable national identity that can 
withstand an imperial power’s “foreign and provincial” element.  In this way, Marvell inverts 
Waller’s formulation that colonies abroad can restore a decayed home country; for Marvell, the 
power base at home is necessary to provide the foundation for colonies abroad.   
As in Dryden’s “Heroic Stanzas,” Cromwell in Marvell’s poem cleanses the land of 
suspect meanings; he summons rain clouds to wash away the English countryside and 
landmarks: “down at last thou poured’st the fertile storm” (236).   And Marvell portrays 
Cromwell as a deliberate nation-builder, painstakingly selecting each new stone to rebuild the 
commonwealth:  
Choosing each stone, and poising every weight,  
Trying the measures of the breadth and height;  
Here pulling down, and there erecting new, 
Founding a firm state by proportions true (245-248)
6
   
Describing Cromwell’s statecraft in geometrical and architectural language, Marvell treats 
England’s national undertaking as a manual exercise.  He echoes the language of Elizabethan 
writers, such as Gabriel Harvey and Thomas Blundeville, who collapse “the distinction between 
praxis and technē, grouping the mechanical with the liberal arts” (Turner 54).  As Henry Turner 
puts it, this Aristotelian understanding of the way in which the English regard the mechanical 
arts provides a vocabulary for statecraft (12):   
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In the case of . . . distributive . . . justice, “geometrical” proportion provides a method of 
evaluating equal relationships among heterogeneous people. . . . Geometry here founds an 
entire philosophy of justice. . . . “This sort of justice does hold men together—reciprocity 
in accordance with a proportion and not on the basis of equality,” Aristotle comments, 
“for it is by proportionate requital that the city holds together.”  (63)   
Marvell likens Cromwell to a laborer, who “choos[es] each stone, and pois[es] every weight,” to 
illustrate his intimate knowledge of each segment of English society; Cromwell can, therefore, 
accurately judge how to form interconnections among its members.  Marvell, though, also 
reconstitutes England as Cromwell’s property by portraying the ways in which he purifies the 
corruption of previous rulers.  In this way, Marvell legitimizes Cromwell’s rule over and above 
kingship.  As Marchamont Nedham states in A True State, “we were in the beginning of a new 
government necessitated to bring a little world out of chaos, and bring form out of confusion” 
(qtd. in Blair Worden 147).  The method that Marvell chooses is to have Cromwell enact or 
perform the construction of a new state.   
Marvell imagines the events from Charles’s impending capture until Cromwell assumes 
control of the commonwealth as an alternative aesthetic dimension, specifically a plot, that not 
only permits the English to come to terms with the brutal recent past but also to reconceptualize 
the space of England.  In “A Horatian Ode,” Marvell alludes to the formula “nature abhors a 
vacuum” and portrays the former king as a lesser spirit that must make way when Cromwell, a 
“greater spirit,” emerges.      
Nature that hateth emptiness,  
Allows of penetration less: 
And therefore must make room  
 112 
 
Where greater spirits come. (41-44) 
When Cromwell overruns England—visualized as a container—he forces the lesser element out.  
Yet Marvell seems unsatisfied with this scientific formulation because it casts Cromwell as 
merely succeeding Charles—even if his “greater spiri[t]” promises a stronger commonwealth.  
This is why Marvell switches from a scientific to a theatrical register.  He imagines Cromwell as  
twining subtle fears with hope 
He wove a net of such a scope  
That Charles himself might chase  
To Caresbrook’s narrow case 
That thence the royal actor born  
The tragic scaffold might adorn, 
While round the armèd bands 
Did clap their bloody hands (53-56) 
Marvell does not criticize Charles for merely “performing” the role of defeated and corrupt king 
but instead allows his readers to distance themselves from this radical rupture in English history.  
Cromwell cannot be considered as a more powerful king deposing a less powerful one—
usurpation—but must be thought of in an imaginary framework in which Charles participates.  
The stage props—the “tragic scaffold”—completes the scene in which the outcome is 
predetermined.  The theatergoing English public already knows the structure of the tragedy so 
they are conditioned to accept Charles’s death.  Marvell suggests that while Cromwell set the 
play in motion, it is the audience with “bloody hands,” maneuvering to forward the plot as pushy 
stage hands and encouraging the play to proceed, who carry out Charles’s sentence.  At 
Carisbrooke then “Charles” is “born” a “royal actor” whose background offstage—in real life—
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is immaterial.  When he crosses the threshold from offstage to onstage, Charles performs his 
noble and sacrificial purpose. 
In his analysis of King Lear as a transformative play that re-imagines the ontology of 
space, Turner explains that the “entrance of the actor onstage across the threshold had the 
performative power to create, instantaneously and in its movement, the very location that would 
give that entrance a fictional significance” (173).  In this way, Charles’s execution can be 
thought of as a fictional and necessary event out of which new conceptions of space and time 
emerge: “This was that memorable hour / Which first assured the forcèd pow’r” (65-66). The 
“net” then serves as the walls of the theater.  Cromwell, whose “wiser art” precipitates Charles’s 
capture, constructs a boundary that Charles cannot cross, forcing the dramatic action to unfold.  
As Turner explains, “the backstage wall acts as a pivot point or formal differentiating principle 
out of which place emerges” (175).   
Marvell appropriates a discourse that portrays the execution of Royalists and royalist 
sympathizers in theatrical terms.  For example, in 1649 Nedham writes: “Be it knowne too, that 
when the three Lords were murther’d upon the stage of tyranny . . . the savage crew stood . . . 
triumphing in the ruine of the Nobility” (Smith 276n7).  But depictions such as these are not as 
encompassing as Marvell’s. Repeating popular sentiments about Charles’s behavior on the 
scaffold, Marvell writes, “He nothing common did, or mean, / Upon that memorable scene” (57-
8).  In other words, from the moment Charles’s capture was assured to the “scene” in which he is 
executed, the “royal actor” performs his part.    The “fleeting appearances” when the play begins 
or ends or when the scene changes “are simultaneously moments of dissolution and 
disappearance, as the ‘space’ of the stage is instantaneously converted into the specific ‘places’ 
of fiction that the performance brings to life” (175).  When Charles appears at Carisbrooke a 
 114 
 
tragedy begins in which an alternative “England” is imagined and the character assumes the sins 
of the nation; when he is killed, the space disappears, leaving the “real” England blameless of the 
regicide and free from the associations attached to it.  In this way, the play serves as a mythical 
foundation story of a royal figure who sacrificed himself to inaugurate a new, modern era.   
The English can draw upon this fictionalization to create a sense of community; in this 
way, Marvell imagines an England in which no living people participated or lived through this 
event; it is not to be thought of as chronologically antecedent to real historical time.  Marvell 
explicitly links Charles’s bleeding corpse with the republic’s inception.  When the early settlers 
found the republic by demarcating it from the wilderness, they uncover a “bleeding head”:  “So 
when they did design / The Capitol’s first line / A bleeding head where they begun, / Did fright 
the architects to run: / And yet in that the State / Foresaw its happy fate” (67-72).  Too fearful to 
continue, the “architects” flee, leaving to Cromwell the ordering of the state.  Like Livy in his 
The History of Rome, Marvell is primarily concerned with how a new ruler can deconsecrate 
cherished sites and re-consecrate them with new meanings (175 – 76).  As Thomas Greene points 
out, by adding the fright of the architects and the descriptor “bleeding,” Marvell “injects a 
macabre note which was missing in the sources; essentially he replaces firm flesh with blood and 
joy with terror” (388).  In my mind, Marvell’s appropriation of Livy adds theatricality to the 
scene; he both fictionalizes the event and establishes an aura around Cromwell.   
Cromwell “try[s] the measures of the breadth and height,” suggesting his intimate 
knowledge of the English people. And it is Cromwell’s unique gift to be able to intuit how much 
freedom to allow his people: 
’Tis not a freedom, that where all command; 
Nor tyranny, where one does them withstand: 
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But who of both the bounders knows to lay 
Him as their father must the state obey (279-282).   
Marvell carefully points out that conceptions of utopian societies in which all can exercise their 
free will can lead to the destruction of the state.  Remaining calm when everyone else panics, 
Cromwell ensures the survival of the state: “Some lusty mate, who with more careful eye / 
Counted the hours, and every star did spy / The helm does form the artless steersman strain / And 
doubles back unto the safer main” (273-276).  Cromwell, who knows the limits between 
allowing the English enough freedoms to ensure their liberty while not overstepping his power, 
deserves to lead the commonwealth. Warren Chernaik argues that “For all its scaffolding of 
constitutionalism, First Anniversary rests finally on a bedrock of obedience and submission to 
‘one with the hightest Pow’r’” (Chernaik 210).  I agree with Chernaik’s assessment that the 
poem advocates Cromwell’s undivided rule.  But it is Cromwell’s intuitive accord with the 
English and his insistence on extending the ideology of the state to meet the motivations of the 
people—and then wielding unquestioned authority—that distinguishes Cromwell from previous 
rulers.   
Indeed, the personal, religious, and ideological differences among the English promote a 
robust body politic.  Marvell imagines England as a structure fastening together after the Civil 
War:  
The common-wealth does through their centres all 
Draw the circumf’rence of the public wall;  
The crossest spirits here do take their part,  
Fast’ning the contignation which they thwart. (ll. 87-90)   
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In Marvell’s construction, fractious “spirits” form the boundaries of the kingdom—both the most 
vulnerable and the most heavily fortified area.  In what may seem counterintuitive, Marvell 
welcomes some degree of political dissent; instead of the fiercest Cromwellians defending 
England’s shores from France or Spain, these malcontents protect England from the possibility 
of an invasion from the continent.  Marvell adheres to developing neo-roman principles in this 
poem.  Quentin Skinner explains that neo-roman theorists “concern themselves almost 
exclusively with the relationship between the freedom of subjects and the powers of state.”  He 
continues, “A free state is a community in which the actions of the body politic are determined 
by the will of the members of the whole” (Skinner 17, 25).  Marvell, then, demonstrates the way 
in which the country projects its strength: the body politic’s open—but controlled—dissent 
signals England’s supremacy over the Continent. 
In the last of the poem’s five sections, Marvell provides his English readers with reverent 
reactions from abroad to England’s astounding rise from a country decimated by civil war to a 
world power.  A hypothetical foreign monarch laments, “The nation had been ours, but his one 
soul/ Moves the great bulk, and animates the whole” (379-380).  This strategy forces the English 
to attend to possible threats from the Continent rather than extend indefinitely their internal 
strife.  As Marvell suggests, those inhabitants who fail to be “animate[d]” by this catalyst for the 
English state are more dangerous than foreign influences.  The Fifth Monarchists’ desire to 
continue to reform society to prepare for the Second Coming of Christ is the most pressing 
exigency.   
Marvell is careful to set boundaries on what freedom entails and cautions his countrymen 
to enjoy a “sober liberty” because liberty, like wine, can be abused (289).  The Fifth 
Monarchists, among others, are unfit to stay within the bounds of this “sober liberty” and 
 117 
 
Marvell compares them to Ham or Cham—a “Chammish issue” (293)—whose descendents were 
cursed after Ham, instead of covering an inebriated Noah, showed his brothers their naked 
father.
7
  Reveling in Cromwell’s near death when his coach overturned in Hyde Park—a 
momentary indication of his frailty and human weakness—the Fifth Monarchists, as Marvell 
argues, do not deserve to be included in representative government.  As Blair Worden points out, 
Marvell follows Cromwell’s lead, who “[d]id not want to have the regicide remembered, or the 
abolition of the monarchy that followed it” (142), which is why the poem commemorates 1653—
the beginning of the Protectorate—as the first year of the new age and not 1649.  Marvell’s 
emphasis on this unheroic event in Cromwell’s life suggests a lingering loathing of those who 
encouraged and participated in Charles’s death.  Critics have interpreted Ham’s harsh 
punishment as retribution for forsaking the natural duty a son owes to his father.  Without 
Cromwell, Marvell suggests, there would be no state in which religious sects could practice their 
faith; however, when fanaticism masks a ruthless grab for political power, political dissidents are 
no longer the “crossest spirits,” but enemies of the states. The Fifth Monarchists, “Who watched 
thy halting, and thy fall deride / Rejoicing when thy foot had slipped aside” (295-96), have 
proved themselves to be renegades in an otherwise unified England.     
 
4. Coda 
Despite Marvell’s determined efforts to imagine a new world and Cromwell’s role in it, 
we can detect in Marvell’s “dramatic” poems an underlying artistic dilemma that he attributes to 
trying to explain Fairfax’s and Cromwell’s transitions between their larger-than-life public roles 
and the modesty of their private estates, namely, “things greater are in less contain’d/ Let others 
vainly strive t’immure/ The circle in the quadrature” (“Upon Appleton House” ll. 44 – 46).  
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These lines from “Upon Appleton House” essentially wrestle with the problem of form.  Or, as 
Donald Friedman points out, these lines suggest “that the emblems of order, which are meant to 
bespeak a stable relation between sign and signified, are under strain in these historical 
circumstances” (131).  Marvell’s task in his epideictic poetry—a task that was often thrust upon 
him
8—is to reconceptualize England as a Commonwealth.  Indeed much of Marvell’s poetry 
analyzed in this chapter experiments with how to create a new kind of topographic literature that 
imagines England’s surroundings in the wake of the civil wars.  Registering both the eternal 
problem of the fallen world but also England’s recent turmoil, Marvell, “survey[ing]” 
Nunappleton, writes: 
’Tis not, what once it was, the World; 
But a rude heap together hurl’d; 
All negligently overthrown, 
Gulfes, Deserts, Precipices, Stone. 
Your lesser World contains the same. 
But in more decent Order tame; 
You Heaven’s Center, Nature’s Lap. 
And Paradise’s only Map. 
Just as the poem reverently commemorates Fairfax’s military prowess within the conventions of 
the country house poem, it also stays within the generic conventions forced on authors by, of 
course, the decision to close the theaters on 2 September 1642.
9
  In short, he hints that Fairfax is 
better suited to rule England rather than only Nun Appleton and the English would more quickly 
unify if they had access to the transformative potential of the playhouse.  “Paradise’s only Map,” 
the confines of the Fairfax estate, cannot imaginatively constitute all of England because, 
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ultimately, the playhouse is better suited, in the words of Turner, to “compres[s] all the mimetic 
functions of the diagram, or ‘groundplat’ into its own performative conventions and these 
conventions are employed ‘Not when the laws of Poesy doe call / But as the storie needs’” (195).  
As Jean Howard points out, from the late sixteenth century to the early 1640s—an age of 
“spectacular demographic, economic, and social change”—“the difficulties of negotiating the 
city are in some sense as comparable to the dangers of negotiating the New World or . . . far 
Asian ports” (11).  To familiarize people to the city it was necessary to “provide a 
representational space in which [people] could project themselves” to “ma[ke] sense of their fast 
changing urban milieu” (Turner, 195; Howard, 2).  The playhouse, then, was the vehicle by 
which the English could forge an enduring and cohesive social imaginary in the face of these 
radical shifts in English society in the first decades of the seventeenth century.   
This is why Marvell’s distant echo of Richard Brome’s The Antipodes in the concluding 
lines of the poem registers the ambivalence with which he regarded his task.  Brome’s The 
Antipodes (1638), though, complicates Turner’s assessment of Jacobean drama.  In Brome’s 
play, Peregrine takes seriously the fantastical travel narrative, The Travels of Sir John 
Mandeville.  Dr. Hughball proposes to enact the scenes described in this text in the playhouse, 
curing him of his mania by letting him act out his fantasy.  Yet Dr. Hughball’s Antipodes is both 
London and anti-London, “preventing any total absorption in or totalizing effect of either of 
them” (Loomba 140).  In this way, Brome imagines not a representational space of the city nor 
an entirely escapist realm but, instead, an alternative world that fictionalizes London, equalizing 
differences among London’s inhabitants by both defamiliarizing the city for all of its inhabitants 
and by allowing them to project themselves into it “as in a cartographic mirror” (Turner 195).  
Marvell, describing the sun setting on Fairfax’s estate, conveys the poet’s fears that perhaps his 
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vision of the Fairfax estate cannot be shared by the community, suggesting his disillusionment 
and the limits of the poet’s power:  
But now the salmon-fishers moist 
Their leathern boats begin to hoist; 
And, like Antipodes in shoes, 
Have shod their heads in their canoes. 
How tortoise like, but not so slow, 
These rational amphibii go! 
Let’s in: for the dark hemisphere 
Does now like one of them appear. (769-776) 
If the theater does not exist, then, Nunappleton, “Paradise’s only map,” must contain this 
duality—contain both the fictional and real world.  Only the imaginative powers of the poet can 
create this idyllic vision.  The narrator cannot sustain this vision without the inspiration of 
nature, suggesting the ephemerality of these reveries.  Playwrights can draw on the epistemology 
of the spatial arts to create a vivid world for their audience; real life too easily intrudes on the 
narrator.  If as Dryden says, the English must be able to conceptualize the “new maps” that 
Cromwell and Fairfax have created, they need the playhouse to be able to do so.  The “lesser 
world” of Nunappleton was circumscribed “between Levellers to the east of the estate and the 
massing English army at Ripon just to the west” (qtd. in Loxley 179 – 180).  Unable to 
fictionalize entirely these antipodean “salmon-fishers,” Marvell indicates the very real threats on 
the borders of the estate. These looming perils force the poet and Maria into the private space of 
the estate—a secluded space that cannot be entirely internalized by the English grasping for a 
shared social imaginary.   
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Notes 
                                                 
1
 See Alexandra Walsham, ch. 2, “Idols in the Landscape,” The Reformation of the Landscape: 
Religion, Identity, and Memory in Early Modern Britain and Ireland (Oxford: Oxford UP, 2011), 
pp. 80 - 152.  In particular, she explains, “The urban and the rural landscape was closely 
implicated in the political struggle between Parliament and monarchy to monopolize the memory 
of England’s Protestant past” (133).   
2
 As James Turner puts it, “Social doctrine is anchored in topography.” 
3
 George Puttenham in The Arte of English Poesie (1589), employs the figure of Amphion to 
describe how a single persuasive voice can unify disparate elements of society: “Amphion 
builded up cities, and reared walles with the stones that came in heapes to the sound of his harpe, 
figuring thereby the mollifying of hard and stonie hearts by his sweete and eloquent perswasion” 
(4). 
4
 In fact, as London grows into the west suburbs in the early 1600s, playwrights and 
pamphleteers use the Netherlands because the Dutch domestic economic model that reclaims 
land from the sea and turns it into a viable production unit can serve as readily adaptable script.   
5
 See Victoria Kahn, Machiavellian Rhetoric: From the Counter-Reformation to Milton 
(Princeton UP, 1994); Paul A. Rahe, “The Hobbesian Republicanism of James Harrington,” 
Against Throne and Altar: Machiavelli and Political Theory under the English Republic. 
(Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2009, 321-346).  
6
 Nigel Smith’s assessment that “Like Hercules in Seneca’s play, Cromwell survives catastrophe 
and avoids a tragic end” seems to overlook the particulars of Hercules’ near downfall (285).  
While the play opens with Hercules returning from the underworld unscathed, the tragedy entails 
Hercules murdering his wife and children in his unbridled reach for power.  After repeated 
violent acts—albeit one of which was to rid Thebes of the usurping Lycus—Hercules, in his 
madness, believes he must destroy “King Lycus’ vile seed” and his stepmother Juno who are, in 
actuality, his own children and wife.  Part of his madness is his megalomania; after conquering 
the world, he sets out to subdue the heavens: “The earth cannot contain Hercules, and at last 
yields him to the world above” (ll. 959-961).  Alluding to this Senecan tragedy may be Marvell’s 
most direct cautionary advice to Cromwell in this poem.   
7
 Marvell seems to suggest, like Milton, that people who he views as inferior are “unworthy of 
political participation” (Jablonski 186). 
8
 As Friedman reminds us, “Fairfax was . . . an even greater military hero [than Cromwell] who, 
at the age of thirty-eight, had given up the utmost position, prestige, and power, to retire to a 
country estate in the poet’s own home shire.  It was as if the Cambridge scholar had been 
assigned to compose a set piece on the claims of the vita contemplativa and the vita activa (130).  
9
 See Friedman: “Marvell wrote a poem about Fairfax and that which he had designed to contain 
him, specifically the house at Nun Appleton, and by implication, contrast, and commentary, the 
place that contained them both” (130).  
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Chapter 4 
“Young and Gay as New Born Spring”: Reimagining the British Subject and Native Land 
in Behn’s America 
 
Celebrated as the first female in England to earn her living as a writer, Aphra Behn has 
long received attention for her frank depictions of women characters (like Helena in The Rover) 
and slavery in the Old and New World (as in Oroonoko).  This latter work has received repeated 
scrutiny in print and in classrooms because its characters represent the complicated intersections 
among the identity categories of gender, race, and class.  Yet looking beyond her character 
portrayals, Behn’s depiction of land carries ideological underpinnings that reveal how the textual 
representations of American topography need to be considered within a transatlantic context that 
negotiates between what Thomas Scanlon terms European “allegories of desire” in the New 
World and Native representational systems that challenge them.
1
  If settlers’ “encounter [with the 
New World] was experienced . . . as a textual affair” (Schmidt xix), English travel literature that 
seduces voyagers to colonize the Americas with fantastic accounts of its wealth does not equip 
English for life in the New World.  The English have so thoroughly internalized the New World 
as an empty space on which Europeans can write their fantasies that this textual 
overdetermination inhibits settlement in the Americas.  Moreover, when Behn, a devoted 
Royalist, wrote her American texts, the English were desperately searching for a way to recover 
from fifty years of intense domestic strife interrupted only by the brief euphoria of Charles’s 
Restoration in 1660.  As Scanlon argues, English ethnographic writing about the New World in 
this period evinces “an almost overwhelming sense of national loss” from the English Civil War, 
a melancholic tone that frames “their encounters with the native populations”; for Scanlon, the 
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English “seem to feel that [in the New World] they can articulate an identity that seems always 
on the verge of disappearing” (17).  In The Widdow Ranter (1689), Behn repeatedly portrays a 
Native society with a clearly articulated sense of itself as being structured by strong societal 
bonds, while the English, experiencing what Greg Dening terms the “shock” of arriving in a new 
land (94), grasp at a European identity linked to mythologized Old World explorers, turning to 
the safety of the Old when threatened by the New World.  While Natives in Behn’s play feel the 
“tug of both local and imperial identities and influences” (Olwell and Tully 9), Behn suggests 
that Europeans who refuse to submit to the same forces are in danger of succumbing to imperial 
fantasies that bear no relation to local circumstances. This essay then argues that the American 
colonies, as represented in Behn’s Oroonoko (1688) and The Widdow Ranter (1689), can 
rejuvenate a war-torn English society only if the English access a Native American 
representational system, one that counters the conventional English masculinist colonial mindset 
aimed at suppressing a Native worldview characterized (like Royalist ideology) by strong ties to 
the land.  While Behn’s gesture here might appear as a salutary movement beyond colonialist 
eurocentrism, however, the “Native” system Behn endorses either distorts representations of the 
New World, or worse, reiterates the conflicts of the Old World. 
To understand Behn’s later American texts, it is important to grasp the hold the recent 
political turmoil continued to have on English subjects.  As political agitation ramped up again in 
the 1680s when the Catholic James II’s accession to the throne was inevitable, supporters of the 
crown likened the Stuarts’ political opponents to the vilified roundheads of the 1640s and 1650s.  
Janet Todd claims that Behn’s audience “would be confirmed in its belief that the events of the 
1680s were paralleling those of the war-torn 1640s and late 1650s and that the enemies of 
Charles II’s present rule were the heirs of those who had dethroned and beheaded his father” 
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(358).  Putting aside the propaganda of the 1680s, Royalist supporters of James, such as Behn, 
and his opponents held irreconcilable worldviews, not least of those differences, as Stephen 
Pincus points out, was how each viewed the symbolic power of the land.  The anti-Royalists 
“were devoted to promoting English manufacturers rather than maintaining a landed empire” 
(Pincus 7).  The necessity of (re)asserting a governing system grounded in land ownership had 
bedeviled the Royalists since the early years of their return to power in 1661.  Despite the 
restoration of Charles II, following 11 years of the Protectorate under Oliver Cromwell (and his 
son), the English aristocracy did not immediately regain its former land holdings.  During the 
Interregnum, Puritans sequestered Royalist estates, thereby nullifying claims of ancient families 
that they have occupied their property uninterruptedly.
2
  Land, always a mark of patrilineal 
ideology, became tainted by its transfer to republicans and Puritans in the Interregnum; therefore, 
property in England was a contested sign of power after the Restoration.  Turning to the New 
World to address this problem, Behn tries to salvage a Royalist ideology in which the sanctity of 
the land guarantees their political authority. 
In the first section of the essay, I examine Behn’s The Widdow Ranter, set in Virginia in 
1676, which confronts masculinist and misogynist constructions of the New World that authorize 
European rule by imagining the continent as, in Sir Walter Raleigh’s words, a “Countrey that 
hath yet her Maydenhead [and has] never been entred by any armie of strength, and never 
conquered or possessed by any Christian Prince” (196).  Behn prioritizes her “female pen” to 
counter what Michel de Certeau terms “writing that conquers,” or a “colonization of the body by 
the discourse of power . . . [which] will use the New World as if it were a blank, ‘savage’ page 
on which Western desire will be written” (Oroonoko 40; qtd. in Montrose 6).  To dispel these 
Edenic depictions she portrays Amerindian society as firmly ensconced in a monarchical society 
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with clear social roles. The English who eventually succeed in toppling them, however, have no 
stable identity from which to establish a lasting foothold in the Americas: by essentially forcing 
the natives into adopting new-world stereotypes, the English reject the transatlantic relationships 
that would reinforce a Royalist agenda.   
In the next two sections, I turn to Behn’s foray into South America in which Behn taps 
into a Native representational system that restores the land’s symbolic power, establishing a 
colonial model by which to reinvigorate a monarchical land-based empire.  In Oroonoko, she 
admonishes the English by warning them of what awaits them if William topples James’s 
government and overruns England.  In these sections, I want to supplement critics who have 
focused on how Behn “traces the outlines of a new, interlocking, transcontinental order” by 
mapping the triangular trade among Africa, the New World, and England (Gallagher 4).  Instead 
I want to direct our attention to the way in which Behn portrays an old-world aristocrat in 
Oroonoko unencumbered by—and in fact the prey of—a western European commercial mindset, 
a man who can appreciate what the New World offers without fetishizing his surroundings—
both the land and indigenous peoples—as commodities.  In the character of Oroonoko, Behn 
offers a vision of triangulation among the three continents that reinstitutes a more robust 
Royalism than that offered in England because it is infused by African and Native American 
worldviews.  Without Oroonoko the colony falls to pieces and the riches that it offers cannot be 
accessed.   
 
1. Ushering in a Royalist America  
Because the English landscape is too fraught with conflicting symbolic resonances, Behn 
looks abroad to revivify the Royalist, paternalistic relationship with the land.  As Pulsipher 
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explains, unlike the staid and radical New Englanders, Virginians largely shared Behn’s Royalist 
allegiances: “Viewing Virginia as an extension of England in the 1670s—more precisely, as an 
extension of the royalist party then in power—is more accurate than viewing it as a separate 
culture” (58).  Virginia then seems a natural site to reinvigorate Tory ideology and perhaps 
influence the metropolis to re-embrace a more traditional land-based society.  Set in Jamestown 
during Bacon’s Rebellion of 1676, The Widdow Ranter is filled with transported criminals, who 
in the New World hold influential governmental posts, second sons pursuing their fortune, and 
half-hearted colonial administers.  The plot consists of a recent new-world settler, Hazard, who 
arrives in Virginia to “seek [his] fortune” (1.1.45) and encounters a divided colony in which 
Nathaniel Bacon’s supporters aim to counter and conquer Native American incursions on the 
colony and colonial officers scheme to obtain high governmental posts but are too inept to 
defend themselves.  While Behn ultimately rejects Virginia as a site to reassert Royalist 
authority, she dramatizes exactly what prevents the English colonists from undergoing a 
creolization in the Americas: namely, they are unable to adapt because they superimpose an old-
world mentality on the New World or they have no stable identity with which to reconstruct in 
the New World and, ultimately, develop shared affinities with the native population.  Behn, then, 
rejects two examples of integrating the European body into the Americas: the widow Ranter, a 
Virginian colonist of obscure origins, and Bacon, historically an improvident son of a country 
gentleman who repaired his fortune in the New World, but refuses to adhere to the dictates of the 
colony; his ambition not only stirs up enemies within Charles II’s government but also makes it 
impossible for him to develop meaningful transatlantic relationships in the American colonies.   
In the figure of Ranter, Behn seems to condense multiple ethnicities, religions, and class 
stations.  Friendly, a gentlemen who tutors Hazard in the ways of the colony, sketches Ranter’s 
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obscure background: “thou wilt find a perpetual Visitor the Widdow Ranter, a Woman brought 
from the Ship by Old Colonel Ranter; . . . She’s a great Gallant, But assuming the Humour of the 
Country Gentry, her Extravagancy is very Pleasant, she retains something of her Primitive 
Quality still, but is good natur’d and Generous” (1.1.78-85).  Ranter “retain[s] something of her 
Primitive Quality,” opening up the possibility that she is anything from an indentured servant 
from somewhere in the British archipelago to a nativized slave; possibly, the ship “Old Colonel 
Ranter” transported her in was a slave ship.  Ranter’s excessive hybridization suggests not only 
the possibilities that America offers, but also the impossibility of forming a stable identity.  As 
Heidi Hutner posits, Ranter’s hybridity presents a possible resolution to the conflicts shattering 
England and its colonies at this time: “through the linking of disparate socioeconomic, political, 
racial, and gendered identities in Ranter’s body, Behn attempts to resolve, or at least unify, the 
intense social and political oppositions at war in the late seventeenth century in England and 
Virginia” (105).  Even as she unites fractious elements of English society, Ranter also seems a 
troubling representative of what it takes to endure in the New World.  Indeed, the only way to 
flourish in the Americas is to blur identity categories, performing to adapt to any set of 
circumstances.
3
 
More problematic, Ranter’s fortunes seem only vaguely connected to the land, leaving 
the subsistence of the colony in doubt.  Thwarting the social climbing of the lower classes who 
arrive in Virginia, Ranter forbids discussions that lead to monogamous relationships that 
consolidate estates and, therefore, power in the area: “Major I bar love-making within my 
Territories” (2.2.60-1).  Filling the power vacuum in a territory with an absent governor, 
bumbling colonial administers, and a scheming Bacon, Ranter assumes control of Jamestown 
society.  She censures Dunce, formerly a blacksmith who “fled” to the colonies and is now 
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chaplain to the governmor, from speaking seriously of marriage in her household, but her 
“Territories” can also be taken to mean the greater area of Jamestown that the Europeans inhabit.  
Of all the European inhabitants of Virginia, Ranter seems most suited to Virginian life and most 
likely to thrive: she succeeds as a suitor to Mrs. Chrisante even if she, in an aside, informs 
Christante that they will collaborate to free her from Dareing’s unwanted affection and secure 
Dareing for Ranter (4.205-283); and displays her prowess in traditional masculine endeavors.  
Later in the play she acquits herself quite well when she adopts men’s clothing and fights; 
Dareing admits her prowess and her ability to drink anyone under the table; he initially refuses to 
marry her, arguing “we should be eternally challenging one another to the Field, and ten to one 
she beats me there; or if I should escape there, she would kill me with Drinking” (4.3.237-39).  A 
female colonist who embodies Royalist politics and sexual mores, Ranter thrives in a chaotic 
political environment, but offers no coherent identity to perpetuate a stable society centered on 
patrilineal succession. 
In contrast to Ranter, Nathanial Bacon wants to establish an imperial base from which to 
conquer the Americas.  To pursue this aim, Bacon seeks a native queen, Semerina, to legitimate 
his rule.  Friendly states that Bacon’s desire to be an “Alexander or like another Romulus form a 
new Rome,” caused him to love Semernia: he “fanc[ied] no Hero ought to be without his 
Princess” (1.118, 1.124).  Friendly’s grandiose precursors for Bacon undercut rather than 
legitimize Bacon as a mythological founder of a permanent Virginian colony.
4
  Superimposing 
old-world imperial fantasies on the New World suggests Bacon’s disorientation as he tries to 
navigate his new surroundings.  Drawn to royalty, Bacon struggles between his warlike nature 
and succumbing to the queen’s beauty: “from the moment I beheld your eyes, my stubborn heart 
melted to compliance, and from a nature rough and turbulent, grew Soft and Gentle as the God of 
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Love” (2.1.127-29).  The queen reciprocates Bacon’s love, affirming his worth.  Yet Behn is up 
front about the ruthless ambitions of the Europeans, exposing the brutality of imperialism and 
how colonial expansion/nation-state formation debases its participants.  Cavarnio, the Indian 
king, points to the duplicity of the Europeans in order to support arming himself against his 
former friend, Bacon: “[W]e were Monarchs once of all this spacious World; / Till you an 
unknown People landing here . . . Abusing all our Charitable Hospitality, / Usurp’d our Right, 
and made your friends your slaves” (2.1.11-14).  Bacon acknowledges his countrymen’s faults to 
Cavarnio and Semernia, but states that tradition forces him to protect the land they have gained 
by treachery:  “I will not justify the Ingratitude of my fore-fathers, but finding here my 
Inheritance, I am resolv’d still to maintain it so, / And by my sword which first cut out my 
Portion, / Defend each inch of Land with my last drop of Bloud” (2.1.15-18).  The Widdow 
Ranter experiments with how to absolve, alter, and build on foundational narratives.  Bacon’s 
heroic actions to “defend each inch of Land with my last drop of Bloud” show Behn 
experimenting with narratives that would justify a sustained English presence in America. Bacon 
enacts the process within the play by overwriting past dishonorable actions with supposedly 
valiant ones and conveniently elides his real intentions, only to acknowledge them on his 
deathbed.  Bacon says he was finally called to duty after watching his “Country ruin’d” and 
hearing “the sad Crys of widows and of Orphans” (2.4.85-7); Friendly’s earlier account of 
Bacon’s true aims of seeking a royal attachment, though, undermines this type of protectionist, 
paternal account.  
Yet when he pursues the Indian queen, Semernia, his desire to perpetuate a Royalist 
ideology in the Americas and to ensure the safety of the colony for the English inhabitants are at 
odds.  Demystifying the new-world woman, Behn dramatizes the aporia that characterizes 
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portrayals of the New World as a possible site to reinvigorate a feminist Royalist ideology.  
Semernia cannot act on her desire without effacing native institutions.  For the Indian queen, 
honor and desire conflict, forcing her to choose between protecting her homeland and revenging 
her husband’s death to maintain existing societal relationships and racial homogeny.  She 
explains that she first encountered Bacon at the “Pauwmungian Court” but “a Fatal Match [was] 
concluded . . . between [Cavario] and me” but her heart “was far from consenting” because she 
“saw him [Bacon] young and Gay as new born Spring, Glorious and Charming as the Mid-days 
Sun” (5.3.177-79). Semerina recognizes the disorientation and dislocation that Bacon 
experiences as he passes from a familiar world to one in which he is the alien.  She insists that 
what initially attracts her about Bacon is the new possibilities he represents; his innocence and 
promise of “new born Spring”—traits normally reserved for new-world indigenes—excite her.  
Reminiscing of a time when “this Gallant Man . . . pay[ed] his idle visits” in peacetime (2.1.39-
40), Semerina fell in love with him when Bacon was willing to be influenced by his new 
surroundings and had purer motives for his visits.  As she desires to graft this young man onto a 
moribund aristocratic society, Semerina suggests how transatlantic exchange can reinvigorate 
both cultures.  By inverting the traits normally associated (at least in propagandistic tracts) with 
each culture—the natives live in a puissant monarchical society while the English are a “new” 
culture—Behn calls attention to how the English perceive their indigenous counterparts and 
suggests a more nuanced approach to integrating the European body in the New World.   
Indeed, Bacon’s pursuit of empire by force rather than nurturing meaningful cross-
cultural ties threatens the welfare of the English colony.  The civil war in the colony encourages 
the Native Americans to retake Jamestown.  As one soldier excitedly informs his superior, “the 
Indians grow so insolent as to attach us even in our Camp, and have kill’d several of our Men” 
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(3.2.240-41).  Semerina must finally reject any relationship with Bacon and overcome her 
affective ties with him because he has forced her into defending Native American lands:  
Twelve tedious Moons I past in silent languishment; Honour endeavoring to destroy my 
Love, but all in vain, for still my pain return’d when ever I beheld my Conqueror . . . but 
now there’s a necessity I must be brave and overcome my heart: What if I do? . . . I have 
no Amazonian fire about me, all my artillery is sighs and Tears. (5.3.186-92)   
For Behn, native woman, whether elided or imagined as metonymic representations of the 
fantastic wealth of the new world to instigate exploration of the continent, assume real-life, if 
Europeanized, characteristics.  In the Indian queen, Behn counters stereotypes of the Amazonian 
woman who can unlock the secrets of the New World.  As Kathryn Schwarz puts it, amazons 
ensure that “ambition is never satisfied, possibilities are never exhausted, the end of the quest is 
never reached.  . . . [F]or explorers they [Amazons] are linked to all the objects that can be found, 
from gold to cannibals to women to land, and stories about them invoke not only frustration but 
the richness of presence” (51).  Bacon’s desire for Semerina hinges on his belief that she serves 
as a gateway to new-world wealth and power; or, in Friendly’s words, the “Thirst for Glory . . . 
was the first Motive that made him in Love with the young Indian-Queen” (1.1.122-23).  Behn, 
however, neutralizes European ambitions by closing off the “richness of presence.” Moreover, 
Semerina cannot operate for the English conqueror as virginal body of the land through which 
the Europeans can seize control of the New World.  Semerina, and by extension the society she 
stands in for, is constructed as a representative of a transcultural ideal aristocratic society—a 
necessary construction given that Behn experiments with the New World as possible sites to 
spread a Royalist worldview.  Behn, therefore, frustrates European colonial projects that reify the 
native woman as objects to possess.  
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If Ranter “unif[ies] the intense social and political oppositions at war in the late 
seventeenth century in England and Virginia,” in Hutner’s words, this instantiation of new-world 
English society, can only come at the expense of indigenous society—a colonization that Behn 
refuses to sanction.  When the queen dresses up as a man, as Ranter does in an earlier scene, 
Bacon mistakes her for an anonymous native man—de-individualizing his enemy as he must do 
to colonize the indigenous population: he “Flys on em . . . and fights like a fury, and wounds the 
Queen in the disorder” (sd, 5.205).   The English willingness to assume other identities allow 
Hazard, Friendly, and the members of the colonial council—and especially, Bacon and Ranter—
to flourish, while, for the Amerindians, it precipitates their death.  Juxtaposing Ranter’s triumphs 
and the queen’s death, Behn seems reluctant to submit Virginia as fertile royalist stronghold.  
Hierarchical relationships between authority figures and an underclass cannot exist in Virginia 
because, to survive, the “English” must adopt and experiment with multiple identities.  By doing 
so, English settlers cannot form meaningful relationships between Europeans and the natives.  
For a model English colony to exist, Behn seems to posit, cross-cultural exchange must be more 
equitable.   
The closing lines in The Widdow Ranter (1689) perfectly encapsulate the promise the 
New World holds for Behn:  
Come, my brave Youths, let all our Forces meet, 
To make this Country Happy, Rich, and great; 
Let scanted Europe see that we enjoy 
Safer Repose, and larger Worlds than they. (5.398-401) 
In this passage, Behn counters the wide-open expanses of the New World to “Scanted” Europe, 
or the limited resources in the Old World that trigger strife and that reinforce the perception that 
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the landed aristocracy in Europe can no longer support and control their dependents.  “Larger 
Worlds” hints at the undiscovered interior of the Americas that can support limitless geographic 
expansion.   
Yet we must scrutinize more closely the opening line: “Come, my brave Youths, let all 
our Forces meet.”   Nathanial Bacon commits suicide—a heroic if troublesome element in 
Virginia culture—and the suggestive possibilities of Ranter are normalized.  In their place, the 
well-born but conciliatory colonists who essentially capitulate to the compromised Governor 
Berkeley prevail and, as Pulsipher explains,[a]nyone who resisted proper authority was, by 
definition, disloyal” (59).5  This resolution suggests that Virginia lacks of potential as an 
evocative exemplar for a bolstered Tory England.  Behn’s play reinforces the perception that 
Virginia is already deeply engrained in the English imagination as part of the shifting economic 
and political conditions in England.  Citing the willingness of the “imperial metropolis” to 
supply funds over and above what the Crown lavished to squash Bacon’s Rebellion, Stephen 
Webb in 1676: The End of American Independence (1984) states, “The symbiosis of market with 
monarchy, of rising capitalism with the imperial crown, was clearly expressed in 1676” (218).  In 
other words, a complicated national imaginary had already formed about Virginia: the exigencies 
of actually governing Virginia disqualified it for a narrative that can re-energize Tory aims in the 
Old World. 
 
2. Forging Cross-Cultural Ties with Amerindians 
Surinam, though, supplies what Virginia cannot; namely, a less familiar landscape and 
one that remains connected to the euphoria of the Restoration.  Established in 1652 and ceded to 
the Dutch in 1667, it remains nostalgically fixed to an earlier era.  Even more importantly, 
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Surinam, linked to Sir Walter Raleigh’s The Discovery of the Large, Rich, and Beautiful Empire 
of Guiana (1596), evokes the Age of Discovery in which the promise of mythical kingdoms 
could provide the resources to sustain the monarchy indefinitely.  Behn’s descriptions of a 
mythologized Surinam whose fantastic bounty is almost within reach tap into this tradition.  
During the high point of the Age of Discovery, America, for England, functions as an ideological 
construct to support the monarchy; settlements repeatedly failed, but the promise of potentially 
succeeding pushes to the margins looming exigencies and historical precedents.  While Behn 
does not quite reach the hyperbolical heights of Raleigh’s description of Guiana, she uses the 
same topos to amplify the prospects of Surinam.  These links with an undefined past and a 
evocative landscape more than counterbalance assessments of the narrator’s complicity with the 
enemies of Oroonoko, the royal slave, that suggest that the “text betrays its associations with 
change” and is “fascinated” by the decline of “divine-right Toryism,” exhibited most notably in 
Oroonoko’s mutilation (Pacheco 503).  
After the Interregnum, Royalists needed to re-signify the land with potent ideological 
meanings.  For Behn, writing on the eve of the Glorious Revolution of 1688-89, Surinam offers 
an unblemished landscape upon which she can reassert royalist control.
6
  She must, though, 
incorporate Surinam into a Royalist ideology that counters a Whig-expansionist model that 
promotes commerce and a growing bourgeoisie.  Some Royalists such as the Stuarts had fled to 
the continent.   Those who chose the New World as a safe haven were eventually forced to 
remove to less established colonies.  In fact, Surinam in the early 1660s had become a kind of 
haven for doubly-banished royalist political refugees and outcasts.  Lord Willougby, the absent 
governor in Oroonoko, had been twice-removed from his estates: “As a Royalist, he had recently 
been deprived of his estates at home and would soon be replaced as governor of Barbados (for 
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his royalist allegiances)” (Lipking 99).  Although Behn herself contributes to discourse mocking 
the marginality of North American colonies and the questionable character of its European 
inhabitants, the less contested sites of the New World were a refuge and a place of last resort for 
royalists. 
In Oroonoko, Behn suggests that the immense land of Surinam and its varied and rich 
offerings would have assured a solvent nation and might have prevented the eventual decline of 
the Stuarts: “had his late Majesty [Charles II], of sacred memory, but seen and known what a 
vast and charming world he had been master of in that continent, he would never have parted so 
easily with it to the Dutch” (47).  Oroonoko’s perfections and the narrator’s promises of special 
treatment symbolize an idealized Royalist ideological project that was never allowed to come to 
fruition.  Behn ties Oroonoko’s ever-imminent manumission to the almost-tangible vast 
territorial and financial potential of Surinam: “‘Tis a continent whose vast extent was never yet 
known, and may contain more noble earth than all the universe besides; for they say it reaches 
east to west, one way as far as China, and another to Peru” (47).7  The continent’s “noble earth” 
would have provided the perfect foundation for a Stuart colony.  Behn bookends her colony with 
China, which the English perceive as the most ancient monarchial country and as a sought-after 
destination for trade, and Peru, with its vast goldmines; Surinam temporally and spatially 
connects the Old to the New World.
8
  Behn purposefully ignores the fact that European traders 
reach these destinations by long-established shipping routes and imagines that these countries 
can be reached by land.  Her rejection of well-established commercial routes serves to 
underscore the threat that international trade poses to her colonist fantasy.   
She states that its “vast extent was never yet known” but she proceeds to map the 
colony’s boundaries; this “noble” land works metonymically to evoke the wealth and power of 
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geographically distant lands.  She uses similar language to portray her own wonder at the colony 
and the impossibility of adequately describing its attractions: “it were endless to give an account 
of all the diverse wonderful and strange things the country affords” (48).  Contemplating the 
boundless wealth of Surinam suggests a foundational narrative with no fixed points; in short, the 
topographic uncertainty correlates to a narratological or temporal boundlessness: she evokes a 
landscape of “diverse wonderful and strange” objects that Surinam features.   
In Oroonoko the promise of a Royalist authority figure never materializes, similar to 
Behn’s other foray into the Americas, The Widdow Ranter.  Behn’s vision for the country, then, 
and Surinam’s true potential can never be unlocked.  The Lord Governor, and the Stuart 
monarchy that he represents, never reaches the continent.  Instead William Byam, who betrays 
Oroonoko and is hostile to the Amerindians, reigns almost unchecked in Surinam.
9
  This “feud” 
between the Amerindians and the English colonists, temporarily resolved by Oroonoko, limits 
cross-cultural exchange (52).  Behn implies that to obtain New World riches, the Europeans must 
operate within a native representational system:    
[S]ome Indians of strange aspects . . . showed us a long cotton string with several knots 
on it, and told us they had been coming from the mountains so many moons as there were 
knots.  They . . . brought along with ‘em bags of gold dust, which as well as they could 
give us to understand, came streaming in little channels down the high  mountains when 
the rains fell, and offered to be the convoy to any body or persons that would go to the 
mountains. (56) 
Behn’s ethnographical account of this neighboring tribe labors to approximate her conception of 
native narratives.  She does not state that the gold is a certain distance from her plantation or 
provide cartographical terms to appeal to European epistemology—nor does she exactly 
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appropriate Spanish legends as Raleigh does and overlay them on the landscape.  He writes that 
in the northeast interior of South America, beyond the “hills with stones of the cullor of Gold and 
Silver,” is “Manoa the emperiall Citie of Guiana, which the Spanyardes cal el Dorado, that for 
the greatnes, for the riches, and for the excellent seate, it far exceedeth any of the world” (186, 
136).  While discovery discourse “symbolically efface[s] the very existence of those indigenous 
peoples from the places its speakers intend to exploit” by depicting them as “cannibals, heathens, 
and foragers” who, therefore, do not “own” the land, Behn appreciates the way in which the 
natives conceptualize their land (Montrose 8).  She attempts to narrate the way in which the 
natives interpret their landscape to evoke for her readers a more nuanced conception of New 
World topography.  By doing so, she can rewrite the late-seventeenth-century dominant 
discourse of New World travel narratives by refusing to indulge in cold calculations that weigh 
known resources, ease of trade routes, other commercial factors, and geopolitical actualities.  Yet 
critics have argued that Behn calls attention to the natives’ knotted cords to demonstrate their 
“lack of abstract numerical systems” and “transforms her sources’ description of numerical 
failure into one of narrative failure” (Hughes 88).10  But she does not prioritize a western 
narrative over a native “narrative failure”; Behn strategically beckons her readers by drawing on 
western narratological conventions while maintaining the otherness of its peoples and the land: 
“Indians of strange aspects offered . . . to be the convoy to any body or persons that would go to 
the mountains.”   
Only through a unique confluence of Surinam’s topography, climate, and Native 
cooperation can the wealth of Surinam be accessed.  By accepting the truth-value of “a long 
cotton string with several knots on it” and Native portrayals of their topography—the gold runs 
in “little channels down the high mountains”—Behn conceives of the New World through native 
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parameters.
11
  Behn seems to favor these native representational tools and the way they narrate 
their surroundings because she indicates that the instruments of the Enlightenment have already 
been corrupted by commercial society.  Realizing that “knowledge of the territory is determined 
by geographic representations and most especially by the map.  Geography and empire are thus 
intimately and thoroughly interwoven” (Edney 1), she seems to offer an alternative epistemology 
to a European one determined by a map.  For example, when the English captain shows 
Oroonoko the objects that make possible overseas trade—he “entertain[ed] the prince every Day 
with Globes and Maps, and Mathematical Discourses and Instruments” (33)—Behn underscores 
not only how they symbolize a breakdown in cross-cultural relations but also how rather than 
representing where people and places exist, they dislocate people from their places of origin.   
The map and other European scientific advancements that bring different cultures into 
contact with one another propagate what I term a debased cosmopolitanism.  The captain’s crude 
exchange of his “work”―entertaining the prince with these globes and maps―for the profits he 
will receive from basely selling Oroonoko into slavery exposes the reductive violence and 
betrayal at work in transatlantic trade: “the captain, in return of all these mighty favours, 
besought the prince to honour his vessel with his presence” (33).  Faithful to the makeup of most 
colonial and trade outposts, Behn introduces characters whose nations of origin include most of 
western Europe, Africa, and South America: in addition to the Native Americans and West 
Africans, Behn describes the “young Cornish gentlemen” Trefry (38); Banister, “a wild 
Irishman” (72); the French tutor who “was banished out of his own country for some heretical 
notions he held” (32); and the English captain who captures Oroonoko and sells him into slavery.  
Even though Behn’s narrative reproduces some of the actual conditions in the colonies of South 
America, she seems to portray a proliferation of ethnicities and representatives to call into 
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question the development of these regions in the era of transatlantic trade.  Motivated by 
commercial gain, these representatives from different countries share very little that will unite 
them to form a stable colony.  In the absence of power in the colony, Byam assumes the 
governorship and his ruthless control over the colony intensifies the divisions between natives 
and colonists.  In Byam and his “Parhamites” (60), Behn outlines a debased cosmopolitanism 
that yokes together different nationalities by vulgar materialism and violence―and she creates a 
direct succession from Byam to the Dutch colonists who operate in this manner.
12
  The harsh 
treatment of the natives by the Dutch provoke the Indians to respond in kind: “in the possession 
of the Dutch, who used them not so civilly as the English, so that they cut them to pieces all they 
could take, getting into houses and hanging up the mother, and all her children about her” (52).  
Behn establishes these English, Scottish, and Irish colonists who ruthlessly govern Surinam as 
fitting predecessors to the Dutch, engaging with the political battles that animate the 1680s.  As 
Stephen Pincus points out, the English revolutionaries, those who want prevent James from “re-
creating his modern absolutist state,” “looked to the Dutch Republic . . . for political inspiration” 
and sought to modernize England “based on a Dutch model” (6, 7).  Byam and his agents’ 
aggression against the indigenous tribes and the Dutch’s skirmishes with the natives after they 
assume control of the colony suggest an affinity between these two groups—a faction that Behn 
portrays as ruining the promise of a vibrant Surinam that bolsters the Stuart government.
13
    
Before Oroonoko establishes peace, the narrator claims, “we were in mortal fears about some 
disputes the English had with the Indians” (52).  Far from favoring a western symbolic culture, 
she wants to at least interrogate the ways in which the English conceive of the New World.     
Behn then establishes a rival colonial economic system to the one that takes root in the 
south Atlantic.  She evokes for her readers a land just beyond the borders of the established 
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colony that promises infinite riches, but cannot be reached or acquired without a royal fiat 
essentially sanctioning native epistemology(ies): “We carried these men up to Parham, where 
they were kept till the lord governor came and [he, by letter,] prohibited all people from going up 
the river, it conducting to those mountains of gold” (57).  The colonial narrative must remain, 
like the land, unbounded and signify much more than can actually be related.  In some ways, 
Oroonoko echoes Raleigh’s The Discoverie of Guiana in that Raleigh amplifies the attractions of 
this region to curry favor with Elizabeth and positions England as a benevolent force which can 
protect the natives from a ruthless continental European power.  Raleigh says the wealth that 
“Cortez” and “Pazzaro” amassed in Mexico and Peru pales in comparison to Guiana and that 
“the shining glorie of this conquest will eclipse all those so farre extended beames of the Spanish 
nation” (194).  This construct circumvents the need to compete directly with other nations, 
control shipping routes, or acquire more slaves than one’s competitor.  Raleigh details how the 
natives yearn for Elizabeth’s protection from the ruthless Spanish; Behn portrays the Dutch as 
new colonial scourge in the region, suggesting that it is the English monarch’s duty to shield the 
natives from them.  Raleigh’s tract elicits a “mild response in London,” but, unfortunately for 
Behn, “the ‘America’ configured in the new world of Guiana beckoned the Dutch with marvels 
and treasures” (Schmidt 151).  Like Raleigh’s before her, Behn’s text was more likely to 
(re)vivify the construct of an alluring “America” for the Netherlands instead of her home 
country.  While perhaps an archaic mindset (which Behn probably recognizes), the promise of 
inestimable wealth just beyond the known borders of the world parallels and sustains a 
monarchical government.   
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3. Creating a Foundational Myth 
In contrast to Byam/Dutch-Amerindian relations, Oroonoko establishes what I call an 
aristocratic or royalist cosmopolitanism in that he facilitates intimate exchanges among different 
cultures that do not rely solely on profit motives.  After Behn and her circle agree to visit the 
natives, she remarks: “In this voyage Caesar begot so good an understanding between the Indians 
and the English, that there were no more fears or heartburnings during our stay, but we had a 
perfect, open, and free trade with them” (56).  Behn asserts that the cruelty of the Dutch disrupt 
the general peacefulness of Surinam.  Only Oroonoko can smooth relations between the 
Amerindians and English settlers.   
Behn posits her “female pen” as the means to glimpse the harsh realities of the 
transatlantic slave trade before a foundational myth about the colony mystifies these beginnings.  
Jacques Derrida argues, “all nation-states . . . have their origin in an aggression of the colonial 
type.  This foundational violence is not only forgotten.  The foundation is made in order to hide 
it; by its essence it tends to organise amnesia, sometimes under the celebration and sublimation 
of the grand beginnings” (57).  Oroonoko exposes the irruptions of internal revolts, the factions 
that fight to control the destiny of the colony that are usually repressed after the colony has been 
integrated into the national imaginary.   
Despite England’s loss of the colony to the Dutch in 1667 or perhaps because of it, 
Behn’s “female pen” exposes the conflicts and human depravity at the heart of every national 
project, while keeping intact a royalist ideology that, if deployed, would have prevented these 
abuses.  Because this national narrative does not need to perform ideological work to maintain 
control of the colony—an England with a prized colony of Surinam was not formed—she can 
eschew national myths that instantiate a single ethnicity at the expense of other cultures: the 
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narrator states that the English live in amity with the natives “without daring to command them” 
(9), and she recognizes the horrors of slavery.  She writes: “But we going off for England before 
the project was further prosecuted, and the Governor being drowned in a hurricane either the 
design died, or the Dutch have the advantage of it, and ’tis to be bemoaned what His Majesty lost 
by losing that part of America” (57).  The English can never embark on “the project,” alluvial 
mining in the mountains of South America.  Oroonoko’s personal struggles that drive the plot are 
metonymic for the colony’s struggles to subsist; neither, of course, manages to survive.  Behn 
laments that Oroonoko’s  
misfortune was to fall in an obscure world, that afforded only a female pen to celebrate 
his fame, though I doubt not but it had lived from others’ endeavors, if the Dutch, who 
immediately after his time took that country, had not killed, banished, and dispersed all 
those that were capable of giving the world this great man’s life, much better than I have 
done.  And Mr. Trefry, who designed it, died before he began it, and bemoaned himself 
for not having undertook it in time. (40).   
In this passage, Oroonoko becomes interchangeable with this imagined nation.  She laments that 
her “female pen” is unable to illuminate fully Oroonoko’s heroism, but what does she intend to 
“celebrate”?  In short, what does the thrice repeated “it” in the last sentence refer to?  “It” does 
not refer to freeing Oroonoko from his unjust enslavement; instead “it” is a truly heroic narrative 
of Oroonoko’s life that would serve as the foundation for a flourishing English colony. This 
enterprise would “organise amnesia” and “celebrat[e],” to borrow Derrida’s (and Behn’s) terms, 
a colonial myth that overwrites the stories Behn narrates.  In Behn’s version, the royal slave 
Oroonoko never frees himself from the tyranny of his oppressors.  
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What part of the story would have survived if the Dutch had not captured Surinam?  Here 
she states that only because the Dutch took over this colony, it was left to her to relate 
Oroonoko’s story—a cover that Behn seizes on to explore the inner workings of colonization.  
Of course, Oroonoko’s “misfortune was to fall in” to slavery, not that his life must be narrated by 
a woman.  Moreover, she states that Trefry “bemoaned” not penning the narrative of his life; 
similar to the English’s promises of manumitting Oroonoko, the (masculine) narrative that was to 
be told of Oroonoko never materialized.  She insists that the Dutch “kil[l], banis[h], and 
dispers[e]” Surinam’s inhabitants, while describing how the English built the colony on a slave 
trade founded on violence.  Behn’s verb―Trefry “designed it”―works perfectly to signify the 
culmination of a western “rational” mind who intends to create the foundational narrative 
necessary to elide the violence committed at Surinam’s origins and assure the colony’s “grand 
beginnings”; to designate means “to form a plan or scheme of; to conceive and arrange in the 
mind; to originate mentally, plan out, contrive (OED #8a).  Her “female pen” narrates the 
colonial beginnings, forcing her audience to witness the violence inherent in empire-building.   
Considering the English’s insecure relationship with the natives and the actual threats of 
a slave insurrection, Behn patches over the fact that the English had a tenuous hold on the colony 
regardless of Dutch interference.  Aggrandizing Oroonoko with the mission of tantalizing her 
sympathetic readers with the feats of a mythologized originary inhabitant—the Brutus of 
Surinam or as Behn puts it, a “great man” with a “glorious name to survive all ages” (73)—is 
juxtaposed with the actual conditions of stabilizing a new colony. Discussing Caesar’s, 
Oroonoko’s given name in the New World, feats in Surinam, including “chasing and killing 
tigers of a monstrous size,” Behn then alludes to the fissures that exist at the colony’s foundation 
when Oroonoko hints that he “was still panting after more renowned action” (46).14  This “more 
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renowned action” suggests how fundamental to Behn is this “colonial type” that “celebrat[es]” 
the “grand beginnings” of founding a new colony.  Forthright about Surinam’s disorderly 
beginnings, she suggests that Oroonoko believes that Surinam is too compromised. He 
denounces the English for their traffic in slaves: “And are we by the chance of war become their 
slaves?  This would not anger a noble heart. . . . no, but we are bought and sold like apes or 
monkeys, to be the sport of women, fools, and cowards, and the support of rogues, runagates, 
that have abandoned their own countries for rapine, murders, thefts, and villainies” (58).  In 
response to the behavior of men who fail to fulfill the narrative of founding a new colony—
instead of glorious actions to discover new worlds, they “abandon” their country and commit 
atrocities—Oroonoko and Tuscan will justify the violence they must engage in by legendary 
feats and honorable behavior.  They devise a plan to “travel towards the sea, plant a new colony, 
and defend it by their valour” (59).  Beginning to mythologize their expedition “to freedom and 
glorious liberty,” Oroonoko compares it to “one Hannibal” who “had cut his way through 
mountains of solid rocks” (59).  
But, at the same time, Behn desperately endeavors to ensure that the colony survives.  
She, therefore, gravitates toward those individuals who engage in the untidy violence that must 
occur to found a colony: “I neither thought it convenient to trust him much out of our view, nor 
did the country, who feared him; but with one accord it was advised to treat him fairly . . . and 
that he should be permitted as seldom as could be to go up to the plantation of the Negroes” 
(46).
15
  Alternating between tying Surinam’s future to a heroic Oroonoko and salvaging a 
“country” that with “one accord” excludes blacks from the citizenry of the colony, she is unsure 
about which narrative to foreground.
 16
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Critics chastise Behn for overlooking slavery, especially in the second half of the novel; 
for example, Jonathan Elmer says, “Behn nowhere really shows much concern for slaves as a 
class, nor indeed any horror of mercantile imperialism” (39).  Yet, while Behn’s text may exhibit 
a seeming detachment from the horrors of slavery in certain sections, her constant invocations 
for forgiveness suggest a personal and painful familiarity with it.  And her text struggles between 
what it wants to be―a narrative invoking a vibrant Surinam, which, in turn, enables a puissant 
Royalist England―and a more personal lament against early examples of slavery.  On the one 
hand, if Surinam would have remained in English hands, she implies the story of Oroonoko 
would have never been told; on the other, while it was in English hands, she was powerless to 
stop the early violent gestations of a potentially wealthy colony.  In her preface, Behn remarks, 
“though I had no one above me in that country, yet I wanted power to preserve this great man” 
(5).   
In fact, Behn does address the horrors of slavery in the first part of her work; in the 
second, she apologies for her “female pen” and mourns the loss of Surinam while recounting the 
birth pangs of a would-be colony.  This instrument illuminates what masculine “writing that 
conquers” omits.  She apologizes for her female pen instead of supplicating for forgiveness for 
slavery.  Behn has already identified slavery as an unpardonable offense in the African half of 
her novella, but she cannot bring herself to confront directly this issue in the American section.  
In the first part, slavery, “this cruel sentence, worse than death” must never be directly 
confronted (27).  The old African king, Oroonoko’s grandfather,  
Seeing therefore it was certain that Oroonoko would highly resent this affront [selling 
Imoinda into slavery], he thought good to make some excuse for his rashness to him; and 
to that end he sent a messenger . . . to gain his pardon . . . but that by no means he should 
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tell him she was sold, but secretly put to death, for he knew he should never obtain his 
pardon for the other. (28)   
In the African half of the novel, slavery is an unforgivable act, worse than being put to death, 
that must be written over by a substitute narrative to be forgotten so the state can continue; 
Oroonoko was “the last of his great race” (44) and in order for “Coramantien” to survive, he 
must be provided with an alternative explanation for Imoinda’s absence.  In fact, it is the old 
king’s lie that gives Oroonoko his military might to defeat their enemies.  After Oroonoko seems 
to collude with the messenger to overwrite slavery―he preempts and anticipates the messenger 
by saying, “I know they will tell Imoinda is no more . . . you may spare the rest” (29)―and 
recovers from his despondency, he overcomes Coramantien’s enemies: “he fought as if he came 
on purpose to die, and did such things as will not be believed that human strength could perform, 
and such as soon inspired all the rest with new courage and new order” (31).  Allowing the 
messenger to relate the truth—Imoinda has been sold into slavery—would have plunged 
Oroonoko into deeper despair, threatening the very existence of Coramantien.  
In the second part of the novel, Behn seeks forgiveness for her “female pen,” gesturing 
toward a much greater crime: namely, slavery.  Behn’s Oroonoko, though, functions differently 
in that the moral equivalencies at work display both the callous justifications for slavery and the 
misgivings of the narrator who cannot pass over the injustices committed.  After Oroonoko 
organizes a slave revolt that fails due to the misgivings of those “who were by nature slaves,” 
Byam deceives him into surrendering and then whips him mercilessly.  Behn attempts to smooth 
over the English actions and excuse her actions: “We said all things to him that trouble, pity, and 
good nature could suggest, protesting our innocency of the fact . . . making a thousand 
professions of services to him, and begging as many pardons for the offenders, till we said so 
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much that he believed we had no hand in his ill treatment, but told us he could never pardon 
Byam” (65).  Again, Behn circles around the principal transgression, slavery, and apologizes 
instead for “the fact,” presumably the punishment; and she “beg[s] pardons for the offenders,” 
Byam, instead of “begging pardon” for failing to manumit him.  Yet she admits that fear of 
Oroonoko “made all the females of us fly down the river to be secured, and while we were away 
they acted this cruelty.  For I suppose I had authority and interest enough there, had I suspected 
any such thing, to have prevented it” (64).  In the American half of the novel, Behn is powerless 
to act in Willoughby’s absence, suggesting that the Royalists’ seizing the wealth of the island 
and preventing the abuses of slavery can only occur simultaneously.  That is, the text indicates 
that a Royalist colony can only be prosperous if free from slavery: the wealth of Surinam, 
tantalizingly close but unreachable, and Behn’s forever deferred promises to liberate Oroonoko 
both remain literary artifacts that do not figure into the mythology of a permanent Stuart 
monarchy.   
 
4. Coda 
In the Widdow Ranter, the queen poses an ineluctable dialectic for Bacon.  On the one 
hand, her availability and her attractions embody the wealth and opportunities for the American 
colonist.  On the other, if he attains her, what she represents—the promise of a transatlantic 
relationship in service of a Royalist agenda that bolsters a landed empire—becomes impossible 
to achieve, because his possession would compel her to adapt to the bowdlerized new world the 
English threaten to create.  Indeed, this same dynamic animates Trefry’s description of Imoinda 
in Oroonoko when he and the “royal slave” first meet in Surinam: “But she denies us all with 
such a noble disdain, that ’tis a miracle to see that she, who can give such eternal desires, should 
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herself be all ice and unconcerned” (42).  Imoinda embodies Behn’s promising, but impossible to 
fulfill, vision for the colony.  She, like Ranter, seems a composite of various others, but, unlike 
Ranter, has a definitive homeland—the African continent—and “noble” origins.  Moreover, she 
evokes both old and new-world attributes.  She not only is “cut and razed all over . . . as if . . . 
japanned [and] carved . . . [to] resemble our ancient Picts” but also is a counterpart to Byam’s 
“Indian woman” as she carries a “bow and a quiver full of poisoned arrows” (44, 61).17  Like 
Behn’s depiction of the colony, Imoinda and her associations with the Far East, through the 
American colonies, to an ancient Briton society and an aristocratic African one, temporally and 
spatially connects the Old to the New World.  In short, Imoinda is exactly the creolized figure 
not found in The Widdow Ranter, the one who, in Robert Olwell and Alan Tully’s words, 
internalizes “both local and imperial identities and influences.”  As he confronts the 
“impossibility of escaping” (67) Byam—and by extension a model of modernization in which 
rootless, marauding English and, subsequently, Dutch colonists systematically commodify the 
variety of the peoples and land into vendible items and threaten to takeover England applying the 
same tactics—Oroonoko chooses not only to kill Imoinda to prevent his enemies from raping her 
but mutilate her body, severing her head, and proceeds to dismember himself.  In doing so, he 
pulls apart the composite “Native” woman, forever disentangling Behn’s vision of the potential 
cross-cultural ties she embodies.   
 
Notes 
                                                 
1
 See Ralph Bauer’s essay-review, The Literature of ‘British America,’” American Literary 
History 21.4 (2009): 818-835 for an overview of recent book-length studies describing “the 
transatlantic networks of literary exchange and genres that connected speakers of English” (819). 
2
 For the complicated imaginative maneuverings of playwrights who try to reassert the land’s 
symbolic power in service of a Royalist worldview, see any number of plays written in England 
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after the Restoration, from Sir Robert Howard’s celebratory The Committee (1662) to Aphra 
Behn’s The Roundheads (1680).   
3
 See also Nicole Tonkovich: “Its [The Widdow Ranter’s] genre, drama, often overlooked in 
conventional literary histories of pre-twentieth-century America, highlights the performative 
dimensions of gender in a colony that still saw itself as British. In Bacon’s Virginia, as imagined 
by a woman of the motherland, a looser class structure brought into contact a motley crew of 
women: Indian queens, entrepreneurs and merchants, heiresses, and bellicose, dueling cross-
dressers” (250). 
4
 Heidi Hutner, mapping Behn’s depiction of the colonies on the political chaos in England, 
writes that Bacon “is set up, on the one hand, as a dangerous usurper and, on the other hand, as a 
much needed alternative ruler for the colony, a stand-in for the absent stand-in of the Stuart 
monarch” (Colonial 103). 
5
 See Pulsipher, 58, for her discussion of Charles II’s intervention in Virginia; and Susan J. 
Owen, “Behn’s Dramatic Response to Restoration Politics,” The Cambridge companion to 
Aphra Behn (Cambridge: Cambridge UP, 2004), ed. Derek Hughes and Janet Todd, 68-82. 
6
 Perhaps Behn offers Surinam one last time to the Stuarts as she glimpses James’s plan to 
expand England’s overseas empire.  As Stephen Pincus points out, upon accession to the throne, 
James II and his advisors “quickly concluded that a centralized overseas territorial empire, with 
bases in India, North America, and the West Indies were essential props . . . to support his more 
interventionist state” (6).    
7
 See also Raleigh, “it be very likely, that the Emperour Inga hath built and erected as 
magnificent palaces in Guiana, as his ancestors in Peru, which were for their riches and rareness 
most marveilous and exceeding all in Europe, and I thinke of the world, China excepted (193). 
8
 Raleigh opts to neutralize the threat of hostile border peoples by insinuating “a natural alliance 
with the Virgin Queen of England” (Schmidt 150).   
9
 As Visconsi argues, although the actual Byam was a Royalist, “we certainly must read him as a 
vicious and unsuitable colonial despot, a barbarian chieftain who mistreats a natural superior. 
Behn here relies on her audience to read the figure of Oroonoko . . . in terms of class before 
terms of race” (685). 
10
 Hughes refers to the passage in which Behn, her brother, and Oroonoko meet the natives of 
Surinam; they regard the Europeans with awe and cannot register their guests using their 
traditional numerical systems; to signify this new sight the natives took “their hair up in their 
hands, and spread[] it wide to those they called out to, as if they would say . . . numberless 
wonders, or not to be recounted no more than to number the hair on their heads” (57). 
11
 I am here building on what Stephanie Fitzgerald and Hilary E. Wyss term “alternative 
textualities,” which “dramatically alter the narrative of Americanness when read together with 
pen and paper texts” (276).  These native representational tools act as “a doorway between two 
epistemological systems” (276).   
12
 Elliott Visconsi points to the degeneration of the populace that results from the deposition of 
James II: he positions Oroonoko “within a tradition of antipopulist Stuart apologetics, a tradition 
which argues that the deconsecration of absolute sovereignty, the denaturalization of aristocratic 
privilege, and the elevation of international trade all lead inevitably to barbarism and faction” in 
the novel (682). 
13
 The harsh treatment of the natives by the Dutch provoke the Indians to respond in kind: “in the 
possession of the Dutch, who used them not so civilly as the English, so that they cut them to 
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pieces all they could take, getting into houses and hanging up the mother, and all her children 
about her” (52). 
14
 In another sign that Behn imagines Surinam as an extension of monarchical spaces, Chi-Ming 
Yang writes, “Like England’s royal hunting grounds, the forest-paradise of Surinam is rendered 
as a virtual wilderness, stocked with prey for royal sport” (Yang 248). 
15
 Interestingly, Behn admits that when the insurrection breaks out, “The men, of any fashion, 
would not concern themselves, though it were almost the common cause, for such revoltings are 
very ill examples, and have very fatal consequences oftentimes in many colonies” (60).  Echoing 
critiques of Royalists who chose to remain on the sidelines until it was too late (such as Richard 
Brome’s A Jovial Crew [1641]), Behn re-enacts the buildup to the English Civil War.    
16
 See Joseph M. Ortiz, “Arms and the Woman: Narrative, Imperialism, and Virgillian Memoria 
in Aphra Behn’s Oroonoko,” Studies in the Novel 34.2 (2002), 121-14.  His study argues that 
Behn’s novel repeatedly evokes the possibility of reading against empire within an imperial 
structure, while simultaneously illustrating the Saidian notion that “the power to narrate, or to 
block other narratives from forming and emerging, is very important to culture and imperialism, 
and constitutes one of the main connections between them” (qtd. in Ortiz 122).  
17
 Also see Yang’s discussion of this passage, 240-41. 
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Chapter 5 
Montagu’s Letters from the Levant: Contesting the Borders of European Selfhood 
 
From 1716 to 1718 Lady Mary Wortley Montagu traveled across Europe and into the 
Levant, keeping a detailed correspondence with her friends and family in England that was 
finally published in 1763.
1
  As the wife of an ambassador, Montagu was afforded privileged 
access to Turkish women and their domestic circles. As many critics have pointed out, her 
gender and class-position, moreover, gave Montagu a certain authority to interrogate Western 
assumptions about the Levant in her travelogue.  Scholars have paid less attention, however, to 
the fact that Montagu’s travels eastward coincided with a pivotal period of the Habsburg 
expansion into lands controlled by the Ottoman Empire.  Prince Eugene of Savoy led Austria’s 
war effort into Turkey after he successfully curtailed France’s power on the continent during the 
War of the Spanish Succession (1701-1714).  These two campaigns are interrelated as this 
expansion of Europe’s “external” borders occurs when European nation-states attempted to 
establish firm, “internal” borders amongst themselves to maintain a balance of power.  Part of 
what makes Montagu’s letters from the Levant so valuable is the way they demonstrate how 
personal interactions among Europe’s aristocratic classes are conditioned by different nation-
states’ foreign policies and territorial ambitions in the Middle East during the late 1600s and 
early 1700s. 
While this territorial expansion and delineation occurred in tandem with changes that 
allowed the West to enjoy greater advantages in economic output, military standing, and 
diplomatic relations, Montagu provides insight into the ways in which global might registered 
itself in seemingly unrelated areas, including the spheres dominated by women, especially 
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among the wives of diplomats and heads of state.  This is particularly pronounced in Montagu’s 
comments on the fashion—clothes, mannerisms, and tastes—of the court.  In dispatches from 
Ratisbon (or Regensberg, the seat of the Holy Roman Empire) and Vienna, Montagu expresses 
her distaste for the “monstrous” fashions of the elite women (and even Prince Eugene himself).  
She finds women wearing headdresses four stories tall featuring embankments, which, to her, 
evoke a bastion or citadel.  The dress and disposition of these fashionable women provokes 
Montagu, because she implies that they violate aristocratic conventions of interaction—what 
Norbert Elias terms the “civilizing process”: a polite courtly behavior that indicates social status 
and is marked by “vigilant self control” and “a constraint on the affects” (400, 190).2 As Elias 
explains, this regulation of the affects—a gradual “courtization”—occurred in absolutist societies 
in which chains of dependence were extensive and courtiers distinguished themselves not 
through physical violence but by carefully controlling their “bodily carriage, gestures, dress, 
facial expressions” (49).  However, as Montagu nears the Ottoman Empire, she increasingly 
documents how aristocratic women openly display their hostility through their clothes and 
mannerisms.  At the same time, when Montagu and her husband were forced to return briefly to 
Hanover—a temporary return westward—to greet George I, she ridicules “the Saxon Ladys” for 
their affected “civility” and “good nature.”  For Montagu, these women are the very epitome of 
Elias’s “courtization” of behaviors, but their affected mannerisms and mask of civility—what 
Montagu discusses as “a little soft Lisp, and a pritty pitty pat step” (282)—leave her cold.  
Although she condones these Saxon aristocrats’ behavior,3 she is neither comfortable among 
women who openly display their hostility through their clothes and mannerisms nor with women 
who carefully regulate their “elementary urges” (Elias 191).  
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Montagu locates the relationship between the political machinations that led to a 
redrawing of European boundaries and the social practices that mark alignment with these 
territorial ambitions among the women at court.  As Montagu edges closer to disputed border 
areas, she notices how these women eschew “polite” mannerisms; instead their bodily 
comportment, dress, mannerisms, and style reflect their husbands’ efforts to carve out new 
territory and to implement definitive political borders—borders that serve as the bedrock of the 
nation-state.  During this “large historic shift from absolutist to hegemonic modes of 
sociopolitical control” (Mackie 21), Montagu analyzes how a semiotics of fashion—a system of 
sometimes deliberate, sometimes unconscious stylistic and behavioral choices—reifies a 
European worldview predicated on territorial expansion through developing European-controlled 
borders.
4
  By grouping together these different behavioral traits, attire, bodily comportment, and 
social conventions under the rubric of fashion, I am following Erin Mackie’s assessment that, 
starting in the early 1700s, “Fashion starts to lay broader and deeper holds on our world because 
of the ways that life is increasingly reified within the commercialized conditions of modern 
Western society.  It begins to be possible to treat attitudes, manners, and ethics as ‘things’ 
sensitive to the same forces of novelty and obsolescence as hats, shoes, patches, wigs, and 
hoops” (12).  As she reminds us, “Hegemonic power governs through the individual 
internalization of normative standards which are increasingly embodied not so much in formal 
legislation but in modes of style, taste, manners, sentiments, and affections—those ‘protocols of 
style and decorum’” (21).  For Montagu, this dynamic becomes apparent when she travels to the 
Levant, because Turkish fashions provide a sharp contrast to the dress worn in Vienna.  Turkish 
fashion operates, to use the terminology of Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe, as a “new matrix 
of the social imaginary” and “constitute[s] a fundamental nodal point in the construction of the 
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political” because it allows her to “re-for[m] . . . the boundaries of cultural representations” (154; 
Sahay 547).  In particular, Montagu demonstrates how the fashions worn by women in the 
Levant articulate a different set of social relations than those of the West; instead of marking 
borders and embodying their husbands’ geopolitical ambitions, clothes and mannerisms 
strengthen ties among women. 
Montagu’s letters reveal that this semiotics of fashion develops simultaneously with the 
eastward movement of European boundaries and the diminishment of Ottoman territories. 
According to Jeremy Black, “In contrast to the receding frontier of Europe in the sixteenth 
century, there was expansion in the late seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries: the military 
balance between West and East had reversed” (European Warfare 14).  While Black’s 
assessment of the Ottoman Empire’s decline may be exaggerated—after all, European countries 
patterned their imperial ambitions after the Ottoman Empire—it nevertheless suggests the 
possibilities of widening the bounds of Europe as Western countries embarked on increased 
commerce and colonialism.
5
 The redrawing of political borders by European states beginning in 
William of Orange’s reign (1689-1702) promoted what Etienne Balibar terms a “fictive 
ethnicity” designed to distinguish a nation’s people from those just across the border. Once 
“Europe” stabilized into a geographic and socioeconomic identity, state powers could then 
“export the ‘border-form’ to the periphery” to “transform the whole universe into an extension of 
Europe” (7).6  Montagu and her husband, Edward Wortley, travel through Europe and into 
Turkey at a time when “Europe” as a fictive construct was affecting all facets of life: envoys, 
ambassadors, generals—and their wives—were actively implementing the “border-form” in 
foreign capitals through particular, stylized forms of social interaction.
7
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While Balibar’s theory that citizens internalize arbitrary borders that delineate the nation-
state may resonate with global trends in the nineteenth century, early eighteenth-century English 
writers were, nevertheless, struggling with how to reconfigure social ties created within a small 
community to encompass broader horizons as England amassed territories.  A worldview 
dependent on borders emerges in the early eighteenth century through writers’ rationalization 
that, as a nation expands, people cling to exclusive communities, perpetuating internal divisions 
and developing smaller, organizing units within an empire.  For example, in “Sensus Communis: 
An Essay on the Freedom of Wit and Humour” (1709), Anthony Ashley Cooper, Lord 
Shaftesbury, argues that as an empire amasses more territories, it must contend with increased 
internal heterogeneity and fragmentation.  Shaftesbury warns his readers that in a vast empire 
“the social aim” contributes to the formation of seditious cabals in a misguided application of 
people’s natural impulse toward socialization.  “To cantonize,” Shaftesbury states, “is natural 
when the society grows vast and bulky” (52-53).  His dialectic of expansion and internal 
heterogeneity suggests the need to form sovereign internal territories that can capitalize on 
people’s inclinations to forge meaningful interpersonal relationships.  In her travels, Montagu 
encounters the consequences of nations exploiting this “cantoniz[ation]” to propel eighteenth-
century European ventures into the Levant and elsewhere.  Montagu narrates how the “spirit of 
faction” is increasingly virulent as she nears the Ottoman Empire, suggesting how it is inflected 
by cultural and ethnic divisions.  
Despite her frequent criticisms of Europe’s drive to expand its territories, which aim to 
homogenize the cultures they come into contact with, critics have largely ignored Montagu’s 
insights into how the conflict with the Ottoman Empire shapes its citizens’ sense of individual 
identity.
8
  One typical assessment by scholars regarding her letters maintains that Montagu 
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“[l]argely exclud[es] any political commentary about Ottoman-European relations in her letters 
from Edirne (Adrianople) and Istanbul” (Konuk 392).  On the contrary, her letters overflow with 
analyses about East-West political relations, but they address European policies by examining 
how they permeate day-to-day life rather than through a conventional or theoretical evaluation of 
the policies themselves.  Far from refraining from politics, Montagu is much more discerning 
and insightful than her naïve, if well-intentioned, husband.
9
  Just as European countries were 
gaining territory and expanding their influence across the globe, they were also creating more 
nation-based divisions within a European identity and, to Montagu’s chagrin, signaling these 
boundaries more zealously the closer they were to Europe’s intercontinental border with Asia.  
This behavior was motivated both by Europe’s anxiety over the threat of the Ottoman Empire 
and by their own frenzy to demarcate territory in foreign lands during this period of European 
expansion. 
In Europe, Montagu bemoans that the women in these diplomatic circles do not avail 
themselves of cosmopolitan life, including experimentation with different forms of female 
subjectivity to overcome the increasingly entrenched boundaries of national identity; embracing 
a cosmopolitan spirit means, according to Ross Posnock, “interrogat[ing] and unsettle[ing] 
conventional notions of boundary, limit, and identity” (801).  Instead, they reinforce divisions, 
creating an environment in which others feel compelled to consort only with their fellow 
countrymen.  Rejecting this mindset, Montagu embodies what Zygmunt Bauman terms 
“proteophobia”:   
the apprehension and vexation related not to something or someone disquieting through 
otherness and unfamiliarity, but to something or someone that does not fit the structure of 
the orderly world, does not fall easily into any of the established categories, emits 
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therefore contradictory signals as to the proper conduct [and] blurs borderlines that ought 
to be kept watertight and undermines the reassuringly monotonous, repetitive and 
predictable nature of the life-world. (208)  
Of particular importance is Bauman’s assessment of individuals, like Montagu, who destabilize 
society not “through otherness and unfamiliarity” but by not falling into “established categories.”  
As an aristocratic woman, she is expected to comply with polite society’s mirroring of Prince 
Eugene’s war efforts.  Because she refuses to do so, Montagu challenges a world-order that seeks 
to carve the world up into European-controlled territories.  She understands the cultural 
demarcations that prescribe certain behaviors but chooses a “proteophobic” stance.10   
In this essay, I argue that Montagu undergoes a three-part process during her travels.  As 
Montagu travels farther into the continent, noticing a worldview that seeks to expand “Europe,” 
she becomes increasingly frustrated with the way in which women’s attire and behavior embody 
and disseminate European geopolitical approaches to so-called diplomacy.  Expecting to form 
attachments with the women she meets when she traverses geographic boundaries in Europe, 
she, instead, notices with increasing displeasure that she cannot overcome the personal, cultural, 
and religious differences among Europeans.   The Europeans she encounters pursue relationships 
only among others of the same national identity.  In crossing the European-Asian border, 
Montagu continues to seek affective relationships with women.  In the Ottoman Empire—the 
second stage—by contrast, she embraces a culture in which women respond to her desire to 
experiment with different conceptions of female selfhood.  Indeed, boundaries function as both 
the obstacle to and the necessary precondition for these cross-cultural, liminal explorations of 
identity.  She situates her letters as coming from the crossroads of Europe and Asia: the Levant, 
with its indefinite borders, serves as the ideal site within which Montagu can challenge 
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Europeans’ intensifying obsession with expanding their territories and power.  In the third stage, 
the subject of my brief conclusion, Montagu regresses into the very European mindset she set out 
to critique, aggravating cultural and ethnic divisions and, ultimately, supporting a European 
society in which white men control resources, concentrating their power. 
 
1. Montagu in Europe  
To understand Montagu’s observations in the Levant, one must fully interpret her 
dissatisfaction with European society.  In a 30 August 1716 letter to her friend Ann 
Thistlethwayte written from Ratisbon, Montagu claims, “all the Nobility of this place are Envoys 
from different States” and perpetuate antagonisms among each other by insisting on 
individualistic “point[s] of Ceremony” (257), or ritualized customs that are presumably designed 
to facilitate cross-cultural engagement.  But Montagu informs Thistlethwayte that these proxies 
for European states not only do not abide by these conventions, but also “they amuse themselves 
no other way than with perpetual Quarrels, which they take care to eternize by leaving them to 
their Successors” (257).  An envoy to Ratisbon, she says, “receives regularly half a dozen 
Quarrels amongst the perquisites of his employment” (257).  European “diplomacy” entails a 
determined approach to maintain divisions and Montagu makes it very clear that not only do 
seasoned government officials inculcate this approach into their successors, perpetuating these 
“Quarrels,” but women are, if anything, more zealous in their antagonism toward other envoys’ 
wives, further dividing the city.  She bemoans the ways in which this behavior proliferates 
divisions: “You may be sure the Ladies are not wanting on their side in cherishing and improving 
these important piques, which divide the Town allmost into as many partys as there are familys” 
(257).  Instead of, in a sense, exploiting their roles as national representatives and utilizing the 
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setting of the city to forge a global or cosmopolitan class that “denationalizes” the nation-state, 
these women reconstitute it, fragmenting Ratisbon into a collection of national territories that re-
imagines “Europe” on a smaller scale.11    
Letter after letter reiterates her disillusionment with the endless squabbling among 
Europeans.  Ratisbon, for Montagu, represents a microcosm of an entire world order in which 
European hegemony polarizes representatives of different states.  Her attempts to forge 
relationships among the envoys from different European states―and she intends her depictions 
of their diplomacy to be representative of the larger geopolitical policies of the nation-states 
themselves―prove unsuccessful.  Although the envoys’ wives hope “to draw [her] to their 
Party,” she designs to “remain Neuter” (257).  While she uses “Neuter” in the sense that she will 
remain neutral, Montagu also keeps intact other meanings, including its reference to a neuter 
gender and a person “[b]elonging to neither of two specified, implied, or usual categories” (OED 
#4, #B1, #3).
12
  Unwilling to align herself with a gender that, as soon as one performs that role, 
necessarily draws boundaries, she “remains Neuter,” because once an individual commits to a 
side, she becomes complicit in a system that limits and constrains identity.  As Anthony Pollock 
emphasizes in his reading of Joseph Addison’s and Richard Steele’s The Spectator (1711-1714), 
“standing Neuter” is central to a Whig model of detachment: “Neutrality and reciprocity are 
fused in the spectatorial bearing toward others, the perceptual ground of a ‘reciprocal 
Complaisance’ that can guarantee English order” (716).  Mr. Spectator “models” the correct 
empathetic response to disparate elements in English society, uniting “separate economic 
spheres” in affective connections (715).   
Yet Montagu’s journey to Turkey is suffused with meaning by the rationalization that if 
she “was to stay amongst [Europeans] there would be no possibility of continuing so [remaining 
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neuter], their Quarrels running so high they will not be civil to those that visit their Adversarys” 
(257).  Rather than isolating herself from the larger global community, she continues her travels 
to the Levant with the hope of transcending this factionalization.  Moreover, Montagu seems to 
fear that once individuals practice these divisive social conventions, they internalize them, 
constituting “a tacit form of performativity, a citational chain lived and believed at the level of 
the body” (Butler 155).13  Travel across geographical boundaries in Europe does not engender 
flexible conceptions of selfhood for European travelers but instead rebinds these travelers’ 
identity to their homeland.  One either assimilates like-minded individuals or eliminates 
outsiders from one’s social group.  Other women resent Montagu’s attempt to remove herself 
from these internecine European battles because she calls into question not only their identity but 
also Europe’s geopolitical ambitions; like their husbands, they provoke one another, reinforcing 
boundaries.  
As Montagu travels eastward, she becomes more perceptive to the ways in which 
Europeans manifest a hostile identity.  The strategy of maintaining one’s social status and 
national identity through protracted public quarrels is less overt in Vienna, the threshold to the 
East, than in Ratisbon but more woven into the daily fabric of life.  Imperiled for centuries, 
Vienna had almost succumbed to the Ottoman armies as recently as 1683.   In Vienna, Montagu 
describes how European fashion discourages cross-cultural communication.  In a 14 September 
1716 letter to her sister, Lady Mar, she depicts Venetian headwear as a personal buffer and 
defense: “They build certain fabricks of Gause on their heads, about a yard high, consisting of 3 
or 4 storys fortify’d with numberless yards of heavy riband” (265).  Even the “Empress herself is 
obliged to comply . . . with these absurd fashions” (265).  The ubiquity of these styles suggests 
that Europeans both derive their sense of community and demonstrate their determination to 
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signal boundaries, even within the same social class, through their attire.  While in these 
“cosmopolitan” centers, she emphasizes how fashion signals females’ carefully guarded 
conception of identity and their unwillingness to experiment with new conceptions of selfhood.  
Individual identity seems to manifest itself as a collective drive to mark territory abroad, 
collapsing the “productive tension” that Dror Wahrman describes between “identity as the 
unique individuality of a person [and] identity as a common denominator that places an 
individual within a group” (xii).  Because she does not choose to participate in these 
conventions, Montagu further distances herself from a mindset that internalizes and then projects 
borders.  The topos that she employs throughout these letters, namely, her description of fashions 
to comment upon Europe’s anxiety over diffuse notions of national identity, then has both broad 
and more personal implications. 
In a 21 November 1716 letter, her critique of European social customs deepens as she 
belittles men’s insistence on maintaining military structures when people already inscribe 
ideological borders so assiduously.  Montagu states that she will skip over a discussion of the 
fortifications of Leipzig because, she ironically insists, neither she nor her sister understands 
them: “I avoid ever mentioning fortifications, being sensible that I know not how to speak of 
’em” (284).  She de-emphasizes the “Ravlins” and “Bastions” she sees on her travels, because 
these are merely the structural apparatuses to protect soldiers and citizens, but these individuals 
have already internalized much more rigid boundaries between different cultures.  
Indeed, these ravelins, bastions, and military fortifications are merely an inelegant and 
concrete manifestation of the ways in which Venetian fashion encodes a European mindset that 
institutes borders.  In a revealing aside to her sister, she alludes again to their discussion of 
Venetian fashion when she describes Prince Eugene: “I am unwilling to speak of him at Vienna 
 
 
162 
 
as I should be to talk of Hercules in the court of Omphale” (295).  Montagu alludes to Hercules’s 
service to Omphale, Queen of Lydia, in which he was forced to perform woman’s work while 
wearing feminine attire.  By making this comparison, Montagu feminizes Prince Eugene, the 
chief military officer responsible for expanding “Europe,” to suggest the interplay between a 
private sphere regulated by female attire and a public sphere in which these divisions are 
violently enacted.  Montagu, though, refuses to adhere to cultural codes that mark national 
identity and signal one’s refusal to forge interpersonal connections: in Ratisbon, she says, “I have 
hitherto been saucily civil to every body, as if I thought no body good enough to quarrel with.  I 
should be obliged to change my behavior if I did not intend to pursue my Journey in a few days” 
(258).  Encapsulating these paradoxical socialization practices, she insists on acting “saucily 
civil,” guaranteeing her expulsion from Europe.  She fears, however, that she will eventually be 
compelled to follow these trends in elite European culture if she and her husband were to remain.  
Her only option is the prospect—an increasingly unlikely one, as she has already been exposed 
to many different nations and nationalities—that the next country, or the next border she crosses, 
will offer more opportunities to expand her conceptions of female identity.   
While her earlier letters may read as an amusing—and shrewd—indictment of European 
society, her letter dated 1 October 1716 reveals the very real consequences of Europe’s imperial 
projects for citizens who never reach the front lines where territories are gained and lost (she, of 
course, eventually does reach the Turkish frontiers on 29 Jan 1717 [303]) and her personal 
anguish at the state of “Europe.”  In this letter to an unidentified recipient, Montagu writes about 
her visit to the convent of St. Lawrence where, instead of “remain[ing] Neuter,” she fervently 
chooses a side only to discover that forming affective attachments among women cannot 
overcome societal and cultural strictures.  The letter reveals her inability to forge meaningful 
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interpersonal relationships in Europe even with others who seem sympathetic.  Montagu’s 
powerlessness to overcome the boundaries of the nunnery by developing a shared intimacy with 
“the only beautiful young Woman [she had] seen in Vienna” culminates a series of frustrating 
interactions across European capitals in which Montagu was unable to develop a sense of 
community among any of the female groups she encounters (277).  This beautiful woman, 
possibly Josepha, Baroness von Gallenfels,
14
 according to Montagu, resents her family’s decision 
to confine her.  Josepha, grateful to Montagu for visiting her, says, “It will be an infinite pleasure 
to me (said she sighing) to see you, but I avoid with the greatest care seeing any of my former 
Acquaintance” (277).  Montagu temporarily overcomes Josepha’s reserve but cannot develop the 
relationship other than to experience a helpless empathy for the confined woman.  Montagu 
“endeavor’d to learn the real cause of her retirement [but] she would not own to me that she is 
not perfectly happy” (277).  Montagu’s elaborate syntax and overly formal language 
encapsulates this stained interaction: hindered by European conventions, these two individuals 
cannot access a shared register to communicate.  Josepha’s “infinite pleasure” at conversing with 
Montagu and Montagu’s obvious compassion for the unhappy nun’s plight cannot stimulate a 
more effusive and intense relationship. The two women’s moment of intersubjectivity cannot be 
sustained, demonstrating that, even between two women who share a desire to cultivate an 
intimacy—to overcome boundaries set by family, religious officials, and more widespread 
cultural codes that limit women’s intimacy—these more omnipresent cultural limitations and 
institutions make it impossible to form a deeper interpersonal connection.  Despite her best 
efforts and sincere affection for this young woman, Montagu cannot penetrate these deeply-
inscribed borders. 
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This episode operates as an unpleasant metaphor for the many boundaries that make it 
impossible for women to forge meaningful interpersonal connections.  The site of the convent of 
St. Lawrence, named after a saint whose intercession resulted in a Christian victory by halting 
the expansion of the Magyars into Western Europe, draws Lady Montagu’s particular ire because 
it represents an enduring mindset that partitions Christians from the “hordes” from the East.  This 
psychological state not only distances Europeans from other cultures across the border, but it 
also has permeated the lives of everyone she meets.  Moreover, the site is emblematic of an 
ongoing European intercontinental boundary-creating project that eventually hastens the 
Wortleys’ recall from Turkey.  
While both the convent and the women’s quarters in Turkey are inhabited only by 
females, one offers the possibility for intersubjective bonding that transgresses boundaries and 
stimulates cross-cultural awareness while the other forecloses that possibility.  The women’s 
harem and hammam, the women’s bathhouse, offer the opportunity for Turkish females to 
express themselves free from masculine eyes and supervision, while European nunneries close 
off those possibilities because, among other problematic aspects of these spaces, they delimit 
women’s ability to influence society.  Her most revealing depiction of these two spaces occurs 
when she approves of a Spanish woman’s decision to marry the Turkish Pasha who raped her 
rather than be confined to a nunnery by her brother.  She writes that the woman should remain in 
Turkey because “Her Catholic Relations, as the kindest thing they could do for her in her present 
Circumstances, would certainly confine her to a Nunnery” (408).  Montagu portrays convents as 
sites that both punish women for sexual promiscuity and enable the sexual exploitation of them: 
“The Grate is not one of the most rigid.  It is not very hard to put a head thro and I don’t doubt 
but a Man a little more slender than ordinary might squeeze in his own person” (277).15  Drawing 
 
 
165 
 
on this anti-Catholic rhetoric, Montagu endorses the post-rape marriage to the Turkish pasha 
rather than her “confine[ment]” in a convent.  While so savvy about the opportunities Turkish 
culture offers, Montagu, paradoxically, regurgitates stereotypes about convent life prevalent 
among English Protestants; she willfully ignores how English cloisters on the Continent provide 
autonomy and function as hotbeds of political resistance.
16
  Although blind to the vibrant same-
sex sociality convents make available because of her religious biases, Montagu includes accounts 
of Josepha and the Spanish lady to argue that as soon as women transgress the patriarchal codes 
restricting female behavior, they are removed from European society.  In this way, women 
cannot challenge these codes to extend or reform the boundaries of female subjectivity.  
 
2. Montagu in Turkey 
The second stage of Montagu’s development occurs when she crosses into the Ottoman 
Empire, encountering women who are not conditioned to accept or reject her according to 
external signals.  After Vienna, Montagu traveled through Buda(pest), Osijek (“Esseck”), and 
Petrovaradin (“Peterwaradin”) to Belgrade, the first city she visited that was under Turkish 
control (303).
17
  Montagu chooses to represent the border between the Levant and Europe as a 
natural border.  Prince Eugene himself advises her to travel by boat so that she “may have the 
convenience of going by water,” warning her that she “shall be obliged to travel three or four 
days between Buda[pest] and Essek without finding any house at all, through desert plains 
covered with snow, where the cold is so violent many have been killed by it” (295)  Perhaps she 
displaces anxieties about European fears of the Ottoman other by emphasizing and repeating the 
harsh climatic conditions that inhibit travelers from crossing the border, but she scrupulously 
avoids mentioning her trepidation, if she had any, of encountering her soon-to-be hosts.  She, in 
 
 
166 
 
fact, belittles their parochialism: “I think I ought to bid adieu to my friends with the same 
solemnity as if I was going to mount a breach, at least, if I am to believe the information of the 
people here, who denounce all sort of terrors to me. . . . I am threatened at the same time with 
being froze to death, buried in the snow and taken by the Tartars” (297).  Montagu suggests how 
the cultural and religious differences between two countries can psychically manifest into 
artificial boundaries.  She describes her friends’ fears of her crossing into Ottoman territory as a 
dangerous military operation that exploits a gap in the enemies’ fortifications and alludes to the 
hostilities between Austria and the Ottoman Empire by mentioning that she and her husband 
traveled through the frontier regions accompanied by a “considerable Escorte” (297).  Once she 
reaches Petervaradin, she says, “I can hardly forbear laughing when I recollect all the frightful 
ideas that were given me of this journey” (297).  In this way, she exposes the cultural, social, 
religious, and linguistic barriers between the Levant and Europe as fictive barriers.  
Rather than depicting the danger and deprivation at the border and the way in which it 
prohibits affective relationships, Montagu uses it as a precondition to develop cross-cultural ties. 
In fact, in a letter to Alexander Pope she relates her exchanges with the effendi, Achmed Bey, 
which occur on the symbolic frontier of Belgrade.  As she mentions, it was “formerly the Barrier 
of Hungary” and, at the time of her arrival on 1 April 1717, “is now fortify’d with the utmost 
care and skill the Turks are capable of” (306).  A month after she left, the Austrians recaptured 
Belgrade.
18
  When the Bassa confines her party while he waits for his superior to sanction their 
crossing the current frontier, she informs Pope that “her only diversion is the conversation” with 
Bey (307).  In the convent of St. Lawrence—a site that symbolically registers the border between 
the East and West—she cannot develop deep affections with a nun of the same social class, but 
here, on the frontier which amounts to a threshold for Montagu—she engages in an intimate 
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dialogue with someone of the opposite gender and a cultural other.  Significantly, she “pass[es] 
for a great Scholar with him by relating to him some of the Persian Tales” (307).  This literary 
artifact, Les Milles et un jours, contes persanes (1710-1712)
19—The Arabian Nights—mediates 
contact between the Ottoman scholar-gentleman and the female English aristocrat.
20
  Along with 
her obvious aptitude for and interest in Turkish culture, the book—an aesthetic object which no 
doubt differs markedly from the tales Bey is familiar with—triggers in both Bey and Montagu a 
desire to investigate each other’s cultures.  Indeed, the culturally overloaded “Arabian” Nights 
illustrates the cross-cultural relationships between Europe and the Islamicate Levant that she 
wants to foster.  As Robert Irwin points out, Antoine Galland took many liberties with his 
translation of Nights: “In the case of some stories there are indeed grounds for suspicion [that 
Galland authored some of the stories himself]; for although Arabic manuscript versions of 
‘Aladdin’ and ‘Ali Baba’ have turned up, they post-date Galland’s Mille et une nuits and may 
have been translations into Arabic of Galland’s original French prose” (18).21  This moment, in 
which an Islamicate cultural phenomenon is to some degree westernized, later proves pivotal to 
Montagu’s meeting with Fatima.  It illustrates how cultural representations of the Other become 
hybridized and the importance of regarding them as such rather than assimilating them entirely 
as a form of cultural hegemony.
22
 
When she enters the frontier regions on the Europe-Asia border, Montagu views the 
devastation wrought by a geopolitical approach that inscribes borders though violence.  On some 
level, she recognizes how the seemingly benign diplomatic “quarrels” manifest themselves into 
the carnage of border skirmishes that mark the borders between Austria and the Ottoman Empire.  
Montagu “pass’d over the fields of Carlowitz, where the last great victory was obtained by 
Prince Eugene over the Turks.  The marks of that Glorious bloody day are yet recent, the feild 
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being strew’d with the Skulls and Carcases of unbury’d Men, Horses and Camels” (305).  Her 
praise for Prince Eugene, the military commander in charge of protecting and expanding eastern 
Austrian settlements, assumes a distant perfunctory tone as she itemizes the very visible remains 
of these soldiers.  She seems to draw out the brutality of his soldiers by mentioning the “skulls 
and carcasses” of the Turks who were beheaded as the Turkish cavalry fled to Belgrade.23   
Indeed, Montagu seems to celebrate the “great victory” and “glorious battle,” 
championing European imperialism and the beginning of the decline of the Ottoman Empire, but 
when she reflects on the battle, which, as she sees it, was fought over a meaningless strip of land, 
she invokes Hobbes to chastise both sides.  Her laudatory language quickly fades as she 
implicates both the grasping Austrians and the Turks and indicts them for the massive loss of life 
in what amounts to a pointless war: “Nothing seems to me a plainer proofe of the irrationality of 
Mankind (whatever fine claims we pretend to Reason) than the rage with which they contest for 
a small spot of Ground, when such vast parts of fruitful Earth lye quite uninhabited” (305).  
Montagu reorients her readers to conceive of the all-important border as what it is: “a small spot 
of Ground,” not worth fighting for.  What had been a shared joke between her and Lady Mar in 
which she implies that they both belittle the larger sociopolitical tensions among European states 
and between Europe and the Ottoman Empire turns into real indignation when the site of conflict 
is no longer the “polite” court or the drawing room.   
Montagu’s view of vital border areas which delineate the bounds of the nation-state as 
interchangeable with any other small piece of land underscores her rejection of an identity 
determined by national borders.  Because she has shown herself to be so perceptive of European 
behaviors in the courts of Europe, she is already psychically prepared to denounce this war over 
the border between East and West.  She concludes her reflections on the battlefield of 
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Petervaradin by emphasizing the lawlessness of these frontier regions.  She writes to Pope, “I am 
a good deal inclined to believe Mr. Hobbs that the state of nature is a state of war” (305).  She 
blames “Custom” for the “rage” men demonstrate when they wage war over land whose only 
value is to reinforce national identities that are—and need to be—continually reinscribed by 
controlling boundaries. She asks, “can there be a greater demonstration of want of reason than a 
Custom being firmly establish’d so plainly contrary to the Interest of Man in General?” (305).  
Her refusal to claim “her” side’s victory—and articulate her European identity by sanctioning 
boundaries formed through violence—leaves her open to assume different subjectivities on her 
travels.  Montagu reiterates that at the frontiers tyrants go unchecked and the worst excesses are 
committed.  As she points out, border conditions approximate a way of life prior to the formation 
of nation-states.  Her assessment that the border always exists in a state of nature, which allows 
the state to abandon policies that ensure the greater good of the peoples who live under its 
control when faced with defending “their” territory against supposedly hostile enemies is 
especially keen.
24
  If we couple this episode with Montagu’s critique of European states’ 
determined monoculturalism, then we can understand the threat that the fetishization of borders 
poses to her.   
These flashpoints on the border confirm the uneasiness she registered in European 
diplomatic capitals.  When in Serbia on Turkish soil, she comments on the bounty of the land, 
but, she says, the “happyness of this Plenty is Scarse perceiv’d by the oppress’d people” (311).  
Her description of these frontier regions between Europe and Asia echoes John Locke’s 
treatment of them in his Two Treatises of Government.  Locke argues that individuals who live 
on the borders of Turkish control “are direct slaves under the Force of War” if they are not 
“allowed their due property . . . to be Proprietors of what they have” (Locke 2.192).  In other 
 
 
170 
 
words, the Ottoman Empire has suspended individual property rights in order to amass more 
territory; in the process, it nullifies a political system that orders society in relation to property.  
According to C. P. Macpherson, “possessive individualism” entails a society of “free equal 
individuals related to each other as proprietors of their own capacities and of what they have 
acquired by their exercise.”  In this way, society “consists of relations of exchange between 
proprietors” (3).  Indeed, Montagu laments that the work these Serbians perform for the 
Montagus cannot be recognized monetarily, thwarting the possibility to forge relationships 
through exchanges between free peoples: “I would have paid them the money out of my own 
pocket, with all my heart, but it would have been giving so much to the Aga who would have 
taken it from them without remorse” (311).  As Montagu implies in this letter, the Ottoman 
Empire’s worst abuses occur on the border where apparent cultural and ethnic differences and 
the threat of possible insurrections authorize their oppression.   Yet, as evidenced in her letters 
from European capitals, exaggerating differences between national identities may be the first 
step in a process of territorial expansion; these conditions, however, are not limited to border 
areas, but have flourished in the interior of the continent as well.   
Montagu dislodges Western conceptions of the unlimited power of the Sultan who 
pacifies and orders society; instead, she describes the Ottoman Empire as entirely controlled by 
the military to warn against a society that only prioritizes expansion: “The government here is 
entirely in the hands of the Army, and the Grand Signor with all his absolute power as much a 
slave as any of his Subjects, and trembles at a Janizary’s frown.”  She then wryly remarks, “I 
cannot help wishing . . . that the Parliament would send hither a Ship Load of your passive 
Obedient Men that they may see A[r]bitrary Government in its clearest, strongest Light” (322).  
Montagu suggests that a Tory government in which subjects profess an unqualified allegiance to 
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the monarchy ushers in military rule.   She implies that a state whose imperial designs necessitate 
the suspension of the rule of law on its periphery will eventually find itself rescinding the rule of 
law inside the country.   
Even as she exaggerates the military’s omnipresence in Turkish society—mainly because 
she designs to demonstrate how personal relations function in conjunction with or to prepare for 
statist imperial geographies—she gradually notices that its military objectives do not shape the 
way various sectors of society interact with one another.  Fully cognizant of Europe’s increasing 
obsession with a mindset that inscribes borders in foreign lands, she seems primed to engage 
with a culture whose customs do not present limitations to cross-cultural relationships.  Her 
opening line in a letter to Lady ― from Adrianople, “I am now got into a new World, where 
everything I see appears to me a change of scene” (312), establishes herself as the one who is 
affected by the “new World” she enters.  By employing the being verb “am” (“I am now got 
into”), she asserts a stable identity.  At the same time, she refrains from using an active verb like 
“I entered” or even “I have got into,” signaling her receptivity to new stimuli.  Montagu realizes 
that, unlike conventional European travelogues that lay claim to a “New World,” she must adjust 
to her new surroundings.  Her status is further reinforced by the word “now”; it, too, indicates 
that she is willing to let the setting dictate her outlook.  Trying to make an impossible temporal 
category possible, Montagu employs her “now” to create a perpetual present and imaginatively 
involve the recipient in her experiences, eliding a past that interferes with “their” total immersion 
in a new culture.   
Montagu manipulates the epistolary form to create an alternative community to the one 
that unites English speakers in the service of colonial projects.
25
  Although invested in a 
particular Protestant British worldview, Montagu uses the epistolary form to dispel age-old 
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European antagonisms, while self-consciously appropriating what Benedict Anderson labels 
“homogeneous” time to link members not of a national community but a cosmopolitan one.  For 
example, in letters to her sister, she downplays conflict in Europe that pits countries and families 
against one another.  Montagu affects to not be aware of her sister’s whereabouts and of Lady 
Mar’s visit to her husband in France (he was exiled for his central role in the Jacobite Rising of 
1715).  She treats it as an impulsive jaunt: “I have not writ to you . . . these many Months, a great 
piece of self denial, but I knew not where to direct or what part of the world you were in” (379).  
She continues, “I am resolv’d to keep the Copys as testimonys of my Inclination to give you (to 
the utmost of my power) all the diverting part of my travels while you are exempt from all the 
fatigues and inconveniencys” (379-80).  She shrewdly substitutes her own “fatigues and 
inconveniencys” for her sister’s obvious hardships.  In the same letter, she expatiates on Turkish 
history.  Montagu superimposes her journey—her movement through time—onto Lady Mar’s, 
relegating the conflicts of European states to an uneventful and unimportant past.  She 
“divert[s]” her sister, meaning that she not only entertains her but also reroutes Mar to the 
Levant.  Montagu suggests that when her sister is ready to experience “their” travels, they will 
share the events together.  In this way, Montagu conjures an imagined community that widens 
“Europe” to include Turkey, linking her readers by establishing a temporal frame in which only 
experiences in the Levant matter.
26
  In other words, Montagu uses the form of the epistle to 
distance her readers from European squabbles and to establish an intimacy with them through her 
travels in the Levant.   
Her willingness to assume the persona of a travel writer is not an attempt to “begin 
imagining a British Empire into being” (MacLean 175), but to scale down these ambitions for 
both Britain and other European powers.  In Sophia, she, “[d]esigning to go incognito . . . hir’d a 
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Turkish Coach,” or Araba, but upon arriving at the hammam she can no longer hide her 
nationality.  In these spaces, ectopias outside of but circumscribed by masculine law, Montagu 
realizes the possibilities for women that the Roman Catholic convent prohibits.
27
  Her “travelling 
Habit” does not elicit in the Turkish women “the least surprise or impertinent Curiousity” (313).  
Given her experience in Vienna, her statement that “no European Court . . . would have behav’d 
them selves in so polite a manner to a stranger” is an understatement.  Clothes, far from 
inhibiting conversation and delineating subject groups, do not operate as a semiotic barrier.
28
   
In this same letter, she laments that she “was in haste to see the ruins of Justinian’s 
church, which did not afford me so agreeable a prospect as I had left, being little more than a 
heap of stones” (315).  This church, originally built by Constantine and rebuilt as the Church of 
the Holy Apostles by Justinian I, was the second most important Christian structure in Eastern 
Europe.  The church “was demolished in the 1460s, in order to make way for the construction of 
that mosque and its surrounding complex” (Dark et al. 393).  She prefers the companionship of 
these nude Turkish women to the sterile ruins of the Orthodox Church.  Although she felt 
compelled to visit this site—a vestige of a dominant Christian past in the area—her 
disappointment stems, like Andrew Marvell, partly from her biases against other forms of 
Christianity: “Buildings last not long, / Founded by Folly, kept by Wrong” (Marvell 218).  More 
importantly, she minimizes the import of a historical and symbolic site of early Christianity in 
Eastern Europe, overlooking religious differences and a volatile past, to create a shared cultural 
and genealogic history: the Turkish women “Walk’d and mov’d with the same majestic Grace 
which Milton describes of our General Mother” (313-14).29   
In a letter written to her sister in the spring of 1717, Montagu describes in great detail 
domestic Turkish fashions to suggest that rather than signaling boundaries, clothes can be a 
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gateway to wider cultural knowledge.  Her lengthy description of her Turkish ensemble has been 
described by Elizabeth Bohls as “the consummate spectacle” (41).   Montagu emphasizes the 
fine fabrics, detailed designs, and expensive jewels of her “Turkish Habit” that are—for the most 
part—seen only by other females.  After introducing Turkish dress by narrating her own attire, 
she launches into a more general description of how Turkish women enhance their natural beauty 
with exotic jewelry and makeup; “the most general fashion” to adorn their hair “is [with] a large 
Bouquet of Jewles made like natural flowers, that is, the buds of Pearl, the roses of different 
colour’d Rubys.”  She continues, “They have naturally the most beautifull complexions in the 
World and generally large black eyes. . . . [They] shape their Eyebrows, and the Greeks and 
Turks have a custom of putting round their Eyes on the inside a black Tincture that . . . adds very 
much to the Blackness of them” (327).  She initially provides her sister with a self-portrait, 
familiarizing her readers with eastern dress and inviting European readers to imagine themselves 
in these clothes, before describing how Turkish attire enhances the natural beauty of eastern 
women.   
Montagu simultaneously shows how Turkish dress makes it impossible for women to 
signal boundaries and tempts her readers to explore imaginatively the more interior layers of 
Turkish dress—and by extension Turkish culture: underneath the exterior exists a rich world that 
is not readily identifiable to the casual traveler.  By observing the dress codes of Islam, Turkish 
women cannot mark differences in national or cultural identity.  In this way, their rich clothing 
promotes same sex intimacy within the harem rather than antagonisms in public spaces: “no 
Woman of what rank so ever being permitted to go in the streets without 2 muslins, one that 
covers her face all but her Eyes and another that hides the whole dress of her head and hands 
halfe way down her back” (328).  Later when she visits the Mosque of Selim II she describes 
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how she was “dress’d in my Turkish habit and admitted without Scruple, tho I believe they 
guess’d who I was, by the Extreme Officiousness of the door keeper to shew me every part of it” 
(358).  While this scene does indicate that class overrules all other signifiers, it also demonstrates 
that clothes promote deeper explorations of other cultures: her Turkish habit signals her 
willingness to learn about sacred Islamic sites, while the door keeper, like Bey, accepts and 
engages with this hybridized representative of European society.  Bohls writes, “The two 
costumes [Montagu’s ornate self-portrait and her pose as an aesthetic subject who roams the city 
disguised by her “amask” and ferigée] epitomize the contradictory impulses that traverse these 
letters: woman as spectacle, eagerly cooperating with the cultural imperative to feminize self-
display; and woman as subject, evading the burden of the gaze to become a gazer herself” (41).  
Yet her seemingly incongruous depictions of eastern women do not have to be mutually 
exclusive.  One way to resolve her seeming ambivalence about Turkish dress—on the one hand, 
she adheres to Western conceptions of the wealth of the East; and on the other, “attempts to de-
eroticize and de-exoticize” Turkish women (28)—is to posit that Montagu appropriates a way of 
looking already engrained into European society to encourage Europeans to visualize and inhabit 
different subject positions.  That is, by masquerading in Turkish dress for her self-portrait, she 
underscores to her readers that they are participating in an act of pleasurable aesthetic 
verisimilitude, encouraging them to realize that the reason they regard Turkish women in this 
way is because they want a familiar entry point to engage with other cultures.  In other words, 
she literally embodies the image her readers have of Turkish women—a hybridized figure that 
suggests how these cultures already overlap.  
In Adrianople, Montagu notices with dismay that European cultural codes have spread to 
the site of the Sultan’s court; instead of developing same sex intimacy, she must either act 
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“saucily civil” or escalate the “quarrel” with her hosts.  Alluding to the semiotics of European 
fashion she established in earlier missives, she expresses her distaste for the Grand Vizier’s 
wife’s treatment of her as a European other by dressing according to the wife’s expectations of 
her.  In doing so, Montagu, seemingly contradicting her husband’s diplomatic efforts, decides to 
provide a corrective to the antagonisms between East and West.  On what amounts to an official 
visit as the wife of the British ambassador to the Ottoman Empire, Montagu decides to wear “the 
court habit of Vienna” exactly because she believes that “a considerable motive to the invitation” 
was the Grand Vizier’s wife’s “curiosity” (347).  We can assume she outfitted herself with the 
headwear of Vienna replete with its “foundation” and fortifications (265).  Montagu seems to 
provoke her host by wearing the garb of Turkey’s principal enemy and performs the role of the 
Other from the perspective of her Turkish host.  She can anticipate the other woman’s reaction as 
she has felt what it was like to be marginalized by a European culture that entrenches divisions in 
this way.  While she refused to engage in this European “diplomacy” in Vienna, she outfits 
herself in this Viennese costume to call attention to the Grand Vizier’s wife treatment of her and 
perhaps dismantle her prejudices.  This episode, however, does not play out as she intended.  
In this dyadic encounter, she occupies both the position of the native, Turkish subject, 
and a European self: she performs in her Venetian costume despite her own repulsion of this 
mindset.  It also helps us understand the subsequent scene in which Fatima charms Montagu; one 
can either perform hostilely for one’s audience or one can conform to what they expect to 
encourage intimacy.  When she is viewed as an outsider among diplomatic circles, she adopts the 
Venetian court habit, signaling to her Turkish host that if she is to be treated as a European she 
will present herself as a threatening outsider.
30
  Only wishing to make a point, she chooses “to go 
incognito to avoid any disputes about ceremony, and went in a Turkish coach” (347).  Although 
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she does not escalate the confrontation by expecting the Turkish woman to observe diplomatic 
customs or receive her deferentially by arriving in a Venetian coach, Montagu does signal that—
if forced upon her—she will engage in the social behavior that deploys clothes to erect personal 
boundaries and emphasize national differences.  No wonder she admits to her sister that this 
Turkish woman failed to animate or interest her: “I had found so little diversion in this Harem 
that I had no mind to go into another” (349).  Her disappointing meeting with the Pasha’s wife 
almost deters her from visiting Fatima, the “Kabya’s lady,” or the wife of the Kahya, the second-
in-command to the Grand Vizier (349).  Without her interaction with Fatima, she is in danger of 
performing the role that attempts to expand the bounds of “Europe.”  Because she reacts to their 
perceptions of her as a European invader, she accentuates boundaries, defining, in turn, her 
Turkish counterparts as other, and demarcating boundaries that serve as a foundation for future 
military battles.  Moreover, she would have never found the fulfillment of what had been only an 
indistinct ideal of a figure who shares her desires to overcome cultural strictures.
31
    
For Montagu, Fatima’s attire and her display of it invite cross-cultural intimacy.  In 
addition to perceiving that the Vizier’s lady treats her as a proxy for a hostile Europe, Montagu 
seems to think less of her because, unlike Fatima, her household lacks the wealth and grandeur 
that she expects to observe.  Montagu remarks, “nothing about her . . . appeared expensive” 
(349).  Conversely, Fatima’s household displays the limitless wealth of the Levant that she 
anticipated.  She enters a “Pavilion built round with gilded sashes.”  Fatima’s harem stimulates 
all of Montagu’s senses: “Jess’mins and Honey suckles . . . she[d] a soft perfume” and a “white 
Marble fountain” burbles to produce a “pleasing sound” (349).  The room’s seductive furnishings 
and rich aromas prepare her for her intimate encounter with Fatima at which she “was so struck 
with admiration that [she] could not time speak to her, being wholly taken up in gazing” (350).  
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Fatima’s clothes augment her beauty: “She was dressed in a caftan of gold brocade, flowed with 
silver. . . . [H]er lovely arms adorned with bracelets of diamonds . . . and on one side of her head 
some bodkins of jewels” (350).  As Srinivas Aravamudan argues in Tropicopolitans, “Fatima 
may well be a composite fiction of the best of Turkish femininity, created with the explicit 
purpose of seducing the reader with idealized accounts of Turkish womanhood and the costumes 
that fascinated Montagu” (174).  Montagu may embellish Fatima’s household and charms, but 
we may also entertain the notion that Fatima partly responds to and adheres to Western 
conceptions of the Levant.  In other words, Fatima is an active subject cultivating a relationship 
with Montagu partly by conforming to the Turkish aesthetic object Westerners have imagined 
women like her to be; both of the women adhere to and embellish mutually shared ideas about 
each other.   
In this scene, Fatima appeals to Montagu because this woman occupies a threshold 
between a native agential subject and a cipher (aesthetic object) on which Montagu can write her 
own acquired knowledge of Turkish culture.  She muses that Fatima exceeds her esteem for even 
the most beautiful aesthetic objects, “I am not ashamed to own I took more pleasure in looking 
on the beauteous Fatima than the finest piece of sculpture could have given me” (351).  
Apparently still in her Venetian costume, Montagu responds immediately to Fatima’s 
arrangement of her household and wealth; Fatima in turn appreciates Montagu’s obvious 
pleasure in viewing her household.  Fatima does not single out her appearance or European 
origins in a way that inhibits a shared understanding.  Instead, Fatima gives Turkish titles to 
Montagu, while expressing her willingness to overcome language barriers to develop a deeper 
relationship: She called her “Uzelle Sultanum, or the beautiful Sultana, and desir[ed] my 
friendship with the best Grace in the World, lamenting that she could not entertain me in my own 
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Language” (352).  An obviously cultured woman, Fatima arranges her household in a way to 
appeal to visitors’ aesthetics senses, disarming interpersonal barriers.    
For Montagu, Fatima epitomizes the whole of female Turkish culture.  She provides an 
entry point into Turkish society and spurs Montagu’s interest into delving further into Turkish 
culture.
32
  Although Felicity Nussbaum and other critics deplore Montagu’s comparison of 
“living bodies to Italian and English art works (thus denying their ethnicity and corporeality)” 
(Grundy 139), they overlook the thematic threads within the letters that suggest that European 
bodies strive to be interpretable but impenetrable.  European styles prohibit connections among 
people, and by extension, among various European states as well.  To overcome a world in 
which constructing borders dominates social relations, women must appeal to each other’s 
shared imaginary to trigger deeper investigations into each other’s cultures and histories.  Rather 
than unthinkingly capitulating to stereotypical expectations, these women play upon them for 
purposeful ends.   
For example, just before she finds out that her husband has been recalled to England, 
Montagu revels in the strange but wonderful intermarriages between immigrants to Turkey, 
taking pleasure in their multicultural and multiethnic society.
33
  She writes to Abbé Conti on 
February 1718 that the “Suburbs of Pera, Jophana, and Galata, are Collections of Strangers from 
all Countries of the Universe” even to the point that “[t]here’s not one single Family of Natives 
that can value it self on being unmixt” (456).  As no “natives” exist in these suburbs, there can be 
no single ethnicity that defines “Turkish.”  Since the early seventeenth century, the English 
understood that the Ottoman Empire was multiethnic, multicultural and multilingual;
34
 as such, it 
precluded the factionalization along bloodlines, religion, or racial and ethnic lines that splits 
Europe.  Its “strikingly cosmopolitan” religion was “highly adaptable to alien cultures [and] 
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usually . . . more tolerant of other faiths,” making empire possible (Darwin 37).35  “Turks” 
included, as Montagu discusses, eastern Europeans of all ancestries and even western European 
renegades who converted to Islam.  Ideological borders that depend on a fictive ethnicity to 
enforce them, therefore, cannot exist.     
She initially describes the suburbanites of Constantinople as a strange collection of cross-
breeding “Tulips,” and she refers to the “Experiment of which you speak concerning Animals” 
(456), drawing on what Jenny Davidson terms the “fantasy of improvement” (58)—methods to 
cultivate superior strains of plants and animals by crossbreeding—that pervades late-
seventeenth- and early-eighteenth-century writings.
36
  As a taxonomist, though, Montagu risks 
dehumanizing these people.  The discourse of applying agricultural techniques to humans, 
however, was widely pervasive and was not strictly applied to the lower classes.  For example, in 
the 1 October 1709 paper of The Tatler, Isaac Bickerstaff reports that he will marry his witty 
sister to a man of business to “cross the Strain” and purge her penchant for finery.  He writes of 
the proposed match: “One might wear any passion out of a family by culture, as skillful 
gardeners blot a colour out of a tulip that hurts its beauty” (161).  Or, as Dainty’s complains in 
William Wycherley’s The Country Wife (1675), aristocratic men “are come to think 
crossbreeding for themselves best” (2.1.398-399), or seek their mistresses outside of their social 
class to eliminate negative traits in their offspring.  Performing the role of an ethnographer, she 
catalogues and classifies the strange breeds she encounters.  She says that one often notices a 
person “whose Father was born a Grecian, the Mother an Italian, the Grandfather a Frenchman, 
the Grandmother an Armenian, and their Ancestors English, Muscovites, Asiaticks, etc” (377).  
In these suburbs, every individual traces his or her genealogy to multiple distant countries; 
Montagu insists on emphasizing to insular Europeans that they share their ancestry with these 
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Turkish immigrants.  Her scientific if uniquely cosmopolitan tableaux that surely embellish 
family histories risk removing her subjects from their cultural and social milieu.  But, as with her 
“now,” an attempt to escape an Old World that perpetuates cultural divisions, she instantiates a 
“new World” in which she dislocates Europeans from an environment that in its homogeneity 
and divisiveness has no vitality.  Her itemization of these people’s homelands, stretching from 
England to China, de-emphasizes national borders from the Pacific to the Atlantic.  In this way, 
she claims that the Eurasian landmass is too interconnected to function as a site on which to 
institute a single national identity.   
Even as Montagu compares the immigrants’ intermarrying to cross-breeding “Tulipes” 
and animal experiments, she associates the peoples’ relations in the suburbs of Pera, Jtophana, 
and Galata with her tête-à-tête on the border of Europe and Asia with the effendi Achmed Bey.  
Just before she mentions the multiethnic suburbs in her letter, she reminds Conti of Achmed 
Bey’s freethinking approach to religion.  Though her conversation with Bey about The Arabian 
Nights occurred months earlier, something about the people of Constantinople recalls the 
encounter.  By alluding to Bey, she draws parallels between own experiences and the lives of 
these immigrants; in the process, she reasserts how borders can also function to promote 
intersubjectivity.  She, therefore, indicates that these immigrants’ marriages with other ethnicities 
challenge nation-states’ escalating emphasis on erecting borders.  Approximating what Sarah 
Ellenzweig defines as the “pious fraud,” an understanding among the elite that religious tenets 
must be upheld to maintain order in society (4), she reiterates that Bey believes that “the Law (of 
God), which forbids the Use of [wine] to the Vulgar, was very wise; because such Folks have not 
Sense enough to take it with Moderation” (456).37   For Montagu, the elite of all countries share 
the same principles—in this case, they form an intellectual community that interprets liberally 
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religious precepts and that foists religion on the lower classes.  Yet perhaps Montagu also 
suggests that the lower classes provide the model for interacting with other cultures.  When not 
restricted by artificial bans—such as ones that stigmatize marrying outside of one’s ethnicity or 
culture—the lower classes provide the example for the elite: they naturally congregate regardless 
of nation or creed.      
Exposing oneself to different cultures also forces one to interrogate cherished cultural 
traits.  She concludes this letter by playfully ridiculing different cultures, including the English 
who “borde[r] a little upon Dulness” (457).  In Pera, she says, “the Family which charms me the 
most, is that which proceeds from the fantastical Conjunction of a Dutch Male with a Greek 
Female.  As these are Natures opposite in the Extremes, ‘tis a pleasure to observe how the 
differing Atoms are perpetually jarring together in the Children” (457).  Because European 
countries fetishize these “opposite” Natures to forge national identity, she punctures the 
pretensions of Europeans by suggesting that they need to cross-breed to eliminate national traits 
that manifest into destructive violence.  Even if she caricaturizes miscegenation among Turkish 
immigrants to palliate her more radical ideas to Conti, Montagu still proffers this “experiment” 
as one that might produce more tractable offspring.  As she puts it, the offspring of mixed-race or 
interethnic couples produce children who resolve their parents’ countries’ differences internally 
rather than wage internecine European conflict. 
 
3. Montagu in Africa: The Limits of Women’s Intimacy 
Yet even for someone as open-minded as Montagu, pervading realpolitik conditions and 
social forces limit her “proteophobic” perspective and check her acceptance of different cultures.  
Montagu’s letters to her husband as they prepare to leave Turkey express her displeasure at 
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carrying out the sordid business dealings to raise money for their trip and salvage what had 
promised to be a very lucrative appointment (Grundy 156-57).  In a letter written to her husband 
on the day of his last diplomatic function in the Sultan’s court, she falls into the behavior that she 
excoriated in Vienna.  In the process of upbraiding the Dutch ambassador’s wife, Catharina de 
Bourg (391n6), for not selling her a jewel at below market value, Montagu violates several of the 
ideals that she had praised in Turkey—characteristics that contribute to a way of life that 
precludes the divisiveness that plagues Europe.  She writes: “But she cheats the Ambassador. 
Her own vanity caus’d the discovery of her secret, which I kept very faithfully, and now he is (I 
suppose) angry at her laying her money out in Ornaments” (392).  What may seem like a minor 
episode actually indicates her slipping back into European mores as events beyond their control 
force her to practice the interpersonal squabbling that dominates European sociopolitical 
behavior.  She implies that somehow de Bourg blames her for publicizing her lavish 
expenditures, presumably in order to obtain the jewels at a cheaper price.  She absolves herself 
from blame, but Montagu’s attempts to defraud the ambassadress and her characterization of de 
Bourg, indicates her participation in a system that wields clothing and other adornments to divide 
women and implement cultural and national boundaries; her exclusion from the Levant and 
forced retreat to Europe seem to prompt her to flout the customs of the harem by allowing men to 
arbitrate and thus control women’s behavior.   
Indeed, when Montagu exulted in her new intimacies, she spoke admiringly of Turkish 
culture in which “Tis [the men’s] busyness to get Money and [the women’s] to spend it, and this 
noble prerogative extends itself to the very meanest of the Sex” (406) because, in private, 
Turkish women display their rich attire that engenders cross-cultural connections.  Her problem 
with European fashions seems to be that the women in their daily lives deploy their clothing in 
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the same way that their husbands wage war: to inculcate boundaries between peoples of different 
ethnicities, races, and cultures.  An economic system that she had lauded, becomes, for Montagu, 
a condemnation of a woman “cheat[ing]” her husband.  On her way out of Turkey, she ascribes 
de Bourg’s decision to buy and wear exotic gems to “vanity,” not to her desire to adopt Turkish 
costume or to display aesthetic objects to overcome boundaries among women.  In other words, 
she encourages the petty “Quarrels” that she ridiculed in earlier missives to her sister.  In this 
way, rather than a constructive force that challenges European ideology, Montagu unwittingly 
adopts an ideology that fragments rather than unites individuals of different cultures.    
Worse yet, when she circles back to Europe, her travels to Africa expose Montagu as 
unthinkingly imbibing racialized portrayals of Africans that reinscribe the boundary between 
Europeans and Africans, perpetuating the very ideological “border-form,” to borrow Balibar’s 
term, that she so often critiques.  Her 31 July 1718 letter written to Conti from Tunis seems 
almost unrecognizable from the ones she wrote five months earlier.  Instead of playfully 
belittling the singularities of different nations, she perpetuates vile stereotypes, inhibiting her 
natural capacity to take pleasure in her travels.
38
  Montagu describes how African women “have 
their . . . [upper body] adorn’d with Flowers, Stars and various sort of figures impress’d by 
Gunpowder”; these tattoos, she adds, are “a considerable addition to their natural Deformity 
[which are] esteem’d very Ornamental amongst them” (425).  Instead of cultivating an aesthetic 
sensibility that responds to the fashions of a particular culture, encouraging her readers to probe 
more deeply into that society, Montagu underscores that only other Africans—“them”—find 
these tattoos attractive.  It is instructive to compare Montagu’s account to Aphra Behn’s 
description of Imoinda’s tattoos in Oroonoko as both depictions center on how these adornments 
illuminate larger cultural issues:  
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[T]hose who are Nobly born of that country, are so delicately Cut and Rac’d all over . . . 
as if it were Japan’d; the Works being raised like high Poynt round the Edges of the 
Flowers: Some are only Carv’d with a little Flower, or Bird . . . and those who are so 
Carv’d over the Body, resemble our Ancient Picts, that are figur’d in the Chronicles, but 
these Carvings are more delicate. (44) 
Because Behn describes Imoinda as an amalgamation of different cultures, she makes little effort 
to represent an authentic African culture.  Yet Behn complicates alterity, obscuring Imoinda’s 
Africanness but situating her within a transnational network to, in a sense, domesticate her.   Chi-
Ming Yang argues that Behn’s “descriptions of japanned bodies invite us to understand cultural 
difference in Oroonoko as a process, even a technique, of reading Africanness through images of 
modern and ancient Asia” (241).  Behn emphasizes the careful skill and dexterity of African 
artists and likens the practice to European needlework and Oriental japanning.  She inscribes on 
Imoinda’s body hybrid fashions that may commercialize her African body; yet she situates her 
within a network of European, African, and Asian exchanges.   In contrast to these “delicate” 
carvings, Montagu notes how the burning of “gunpowder” imprints inexact figures on the trunks 
of these North African women.  Gunpowder, an artifact of European technology to subdue and 
awe Natives, is appropriated by them not to resist European invaders but to doubly mark their 
otherness.       
Returning to Europe after her experiences in Africa, Montagu hardens racial differences 
between Europeans and non-Europeans, undermining her desires to overcome larger ideological 
projects that inhibit connections among women.  Montagu seems to want to exert her supposed 
superiority over these North African women for the exact reason that her own freedom has been 
curtailed.  In short, if she must be subject to European social codes, then she will enforce them 
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on others.  Her encounters in Turkish society allow her to question the laws and prevailing 
cultural attitudes in Europe, but in Africa her interactions reinforce the validity of such customs.  
In Africa, Montagu no longer interrogates the “border-form,” neglecting to exploit perceptions of 
boundaries to form cross-cultural ties and underscoring the racial limits of her “proteophobic” 
stance.  As Montagu has learned, however, with her interactions across Europe and Turkey, 
worldviews that inscribe divisions among people to exert hegemonic power cannot be applied 
selectively in a particular geographic location; borders will continue to proliferate that harden 
racial, cultural, and religious difference.         
 
Notes 
                                                          
1
 See Srinivas Aravamudan’s ch. 4, “Lady Mary in the Hammam,” Tropicopolitans, for his 
explanation of why he adopts J. A. St. John’s title for Montagu’s collection, “Letters from the 
Levant”; specifically I want to extend his analysis that “levantinization [is] a strategic 
deformation of orientalism’s representational mechanisms” (160).  Not only does Montagu adopt 
Turkish “guises and forms” to encourage cross-cultural “apprehension” but her Turkish 
counterparts, such as Fatima, recognize and respond to similar levantinizations.  
2
 See Elias: “In the movements of . . . [the early modern] period the courts gradually became the 
actual model and style-setting centres” (197).   
3
 The Saxon ladies “would think it a mortal sin against good breeding if they either spoke or 
moved in a natural manner” (282).  These frailties “ought, however, to be forgiven ’em in favour 
of their civility and good nature to strangers, which I have a great deal of reason to praise” (282-
83). 
4
 As was remarked upon by her contemporaries, Montagu had a keen eye for fashion: “An 
anecdote presents the future George II calling on his wife, ‘in a rapture . . . to look how 
becomingly Lady Mary was dressed! “Lady Mary always dresses well,” said the Princess drily, 
and returned to her cards’” (Grundy 89-90). 
5
 I do not mean to suggest that the Ottoman Empire was an insignificant power at the time.  John 
Darwin writes: “before 1800 what really stood out was not the sharp economic contrast between 
Europe and Asia, but, on the contrary, a Eurasian world of ‘surprising resemblances’ in which a 
number of regions . . . were at least theoretically capable of the great leap forward into the 
industrial age” (13).  Gerald MacLean argues that the English regarded the Ottoman Empire with 
“imperial envy” (20).  Moreover, the English relied on their diplomatic relationship with their 
Islamic counterparts to access markets in the East and ward off other European powers.  See, too, 
Adam R. Beach: Montagu “finds endless delight in [the Ottoman Empire’s] magnificent displays 
of wealth and power, which far outstrip anything she has seen in the most powerful European 
courts” (296).   
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6
 See, too, Saskia Sassen’s theorization of why the emergence of the world scale in the sixteenth 
century and its redevelopment in the late nineteenth led to the strengthening of nationalist 
sentiments rather than the formation of “global systems.”  She supplies two explanations:  1) 
“The vast mobilization of internal material and ideational resources that were central to the 
building of national capitalism partly organized the building of the imperial geographies of each 
major European power”; and 2) the state was the “critical economic and military actor in the 
formation of the world scale” (74-5). 
7
 Robert Bartlett explains the “Europeanization of Europe”: “By 1300, Europe existed as an 
identifiable cultural entity. . . . [S]ome common features of its cultural face are the saints, names, 
coins, charters and educational practices” (291).  These categories indicate cultural uniformity 
through Catholicism.  In this essay, however, I am interested in “Europe” as a collection of 
nation-states with definable borders that seek to spread their culture by replicating the process of 
border implementation within their territories to constitute national identity.  Balibar pinpoints 
the late seventeenth-century as the time when the term “Europe” replaced “Christendom” to 
“designat[e] the entire relations of force and trade among nations or sovereign states, whose 
balance of power was materialized in the negotiated establishment of borders” (6-7).   
8
 In particular, see Montagu’s letters to her sister, Lady Mar, especially her 18 April 1717 
missive.  In this letter, discussed in detail in section 2, Montagu demonstrates how the larger 
geopolitical conflict dictates the behavior of European and Turkish subjects.   
9
 During his negotiations Wortley remained unaware that Austria, with Prince Eugene of Savoy 
leading the way, was maneuvering to gain more territory in Eastern Europe, while he was 
frantically putting together a treaty.  Taking advantage of Wortley’s painstaking efforts to 
establish a lasting peace and his largely positive reception by the Turkish court, Austria gained 
more territory and finally signed an advantageous peace treaty in July 1718 (Grundy 158). 
10
 For me, Bauman’s notion of proteophobia best describes Montagu’s increasing isolation 
among Europeans—the way she unsettles those around her—because I am interested in who 
maintains boundaries and the anxieties evinced by colonists who must constantly reinforce them.  
Another instructive model Mary Louise Pratt’s “contact zones,” or “social spaces where 
disparate cultures meet, clash, and grapple with each other, often in highly asymmetrical 
relations of domination and subordination—such as colonialism and slavery” (7) overlooks how 
borders reinforce European identities but need to be reinscribed continually, suggesting the 
instability of European identities that are dependent on borders. See especially E. Nathalie 
Rothman’s re-evaluation of Pratt—“that two cultures are ‘disparate’ is not a pre-given fact, but 
part of an ongoing process of ‘boundary maintenance’ that is articulated in specific genres and 
institutions precisely by those who purport to mediate them” (18). 
11
 See Saskia Sassen’s discussion of global cites and global classes (299-300, 314-316).   
12
 See Anthony Pollock: “Addison and Steele enforce a strict separation between an irremediably 
antagonistic social realm and a compensatory private sphere of ethically legitimated 
spectatorship” (709). 
13
 Pierre Bourdieu notion of habitus—“socialized subjectivity” (126)—is also helpful here.  As 
Judith Butler explains, social conventions animate “the bodies which, in turn, reproduce and 
rituatilize these conventions as practices.   The habitus is formed, but it is also formative: it is in 
this sense that the bodily habitus constitutes a tacit form of performativity, a citational chain 
lived and believed at the level of the body. The habitus is not only a site for the reproduction of 
the belief in the reality of a given social field—a belief by which that field is sustained—but it 
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also generates dispositions which ‘incline’ the social subject to act in relative conformity with 
the ostensibly objective demands of the field” (155).   
14
 See Halsband, 277n2. 
15
 In “Upon Appleton House,” Andrew Marvell captures this anti-monastic rhetoric: the abbess’s 
“smooth tongue,” denying the fated marriage between William Fairfax and Isabel, “sucked her 
in” (200) or seduces her into remaining in the convent; moreover, he portrays the considerable 
power the abbess wields in that she opposes the dictates of the noble Fairfaxes. 
16
 As Tonya McArthur argues, “convents were centers of political and cultural resistance, 
allowing women an alternative to marriage and motherhood and serving as spaces within which 
single and married women found fellowship and retreat, education and spiritual direction” (597). 
17
 See Peter Horwath: Belgrade “was the first town on Turkish soil and the seat of the pasha” 
(24) 
18
 During the Austro-Turkish War, the Austrians enjoyed decisive victories at Petrovaradin and 
then Belgrade in 1717.   
19
 In 1739, her library contained a copy of Les Mille et un jours in 2 volumes (308n1). 
20
  See Donna Landry, “William Beckford’s Vathek and the Uses of Oriental Re-enactment,” The 
Arabian Nights in Historical Context: Between East and West (2008), ed. Saree Makdisi and 
Felicity Nussbaum, 167-194, for her discussion of Montagu’s belief that the Arabian Nights 
realistically portrays eastern manners.  
21
 Ros Ballaster even observes, “The realist occidental novel, like the western Enlightenment of 
which it was a part, was always already ‘oriental’” (56). 
22
 For one such notorious example, see Mirabell’s injunction in William Congreve’s The Way of 
the World: at the tea table only “native” drinks will be served such as “tea, chocolate, and 
coffee” (4.270-71).  Montagu pointedly rejects assessments such as the Third Earl of 
Shaftesbury’s: “A thousand Desdemonas are then ready to present themselves and would frankly 
resign fathers, relations, countrymen, and country itself, to follow the fortunes of a hero of the 
black tribe” (153).  Analyzing this passage, Khalid Bekkaoui remarks, the “figure of a white 
European woman, vulnerable to seduction, coercion, and captivity, reflects the imperial anxieties 
of a Europe enthralled by the tales of other empires in The Arabian Nights” (168).  Montagu 
establishes cultural artifacts such as the Nights as a way to empower western women and offer an 
alternative relationship with the East.   
23
 See Grundy 132. 
24
 Emily Apter summarizes this conception in Etienne Balibar’s work: “Balibar acknowledges 
that the nation-state naturally clings to itself, fetishizing the pretext of protecting its citizenry in a 
geographic outline and extending this logic to the separation of ‘pure’ identities” (68). 
25
 See Eve Tavor Bannet’s Empire of Letters: Letter Manuals and Transatlantic 
Correspondence, 1688–1820 (2005). Playing on the word literacy, Bannet coins the term 
“letteracy” to denote the formation of a national community that unites transatlantic English 
letter writers (xvii). 
26
 See Devoney Looser: Montagu’s letters are “aware of themselves as texts that are making 
history” (85).  I want to supplement Looser’s argument by suggesting that the historical frame 
she institutes attempts to merge Turkish history with that of Europe’s, invalidating the insular 
mindsets of the Europeans she meets and corresponds with. 
27
 As Aravamudan reminds us, the harem functions as “a state-within-a-state, with special laws as 
well as freedoms” (170). 
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28
 In the much discussed scene in the Turkish baths where “The Lady that seem’d the most 
considerable amongst them . . . would fain have undress’d me for the bath” (314) provides an 
example of piece of clothing that acts as a literal barrier on Montagu’s body that prevents her 
from fitting in entirely with the other naked Turkish women.  At the urging of the most elite 
Turkish woman, Montagu “was at last forc’d to open my skirt . . . which satisfy’d ‘em very well, 
for I saw they beleiv’d I was so lock’d up in that machine that it was not in my own power to 
open it, which contrivance they attributed to my Husband” (314).  In Turkey, far from solidifying 
patriarchal control, the chastity belt actually brings women closer together.  
29
 See also Arthur J. Weitzman’s discussion of this scene in “Voyeurism and Aesthetics in the 
Turkish Bath: Lady Mary’s School of Female Beauty,” Comparative Literature Studies 39.4 
(2002) 347-359.  Montagu “discovers a link of commonality and sororal camaraderie” (351). 
30
 Rothman defines “trans-imperial subjects” as “men and women who straddled and brokered 
political, linguistic, and religious boundaries between the Venetian and Ottoman empires” (xiv).   
Montagu enmeshes herself in the long history of contact and exchange between these two 
powers.  Particularly, she draws on the ways in which Venetian subjects articulate cultural 
boundaries between East and West.  Yet, as Rothman makes clear, “by positing cultural 
difference, early modern trans-imperial subjects also positioned themselves within an unsettled 
contact zone” (39).   
31
 We learn in a letter dated 10 March 1718 in which she narrates her second meeting with 
Fatima that she is in fact part Christian.  Her father even jokes that “he believ’d his Christian 
Wife had found some Christian Gallant, for I had not the Air of a Turkish Girl” (386-87).  
Fatima’s Polish mother does not change Montagu’s perception of her as a beautiful, Turkish 
woman: “I assur’d her that if all the Turkish Ladys were like her, it was absolutely necessary to 
confine them from public view for the repose of Mankind” (387).  
32
 It is important to note some reservations to Montagu’s infatuation with Fatima.  Adam Beach 
argues that “Montagu’s attractive habit of finding similarity to and shared identity with elite 
Ottoman women obscures their alterity and the ways in which their own histories are marked by 
slavery” (302).   
33
 As Sassen writes: “Immigration is one of the constitutive processes of globalization today” 
(315).  We might understand Montagu’s fervent depiction of these suburbs as a challenge to the 
ways national identity necessarily stifles other forms of expression.     
34
 See MacLean, 212-13. 
35
 As Darwin points out, however, “Islam did not bind the individual so tightly into an ordered 
religious community.  Sufis and pirs . . . exerted spiritual leadership, not religious authority.  As 
a result, Islamic societies did not evolve one of the most important and characteristic features of 
Christianity, a powerful ecclesiastical hierarchy under whose eye the individual communicant 
was firmly anchored in a system of territorial units—parish, diocese, state” (37-8).  Darwin 
implies here that Christianity inculcates this spatial mindset in its parishioners, providing 
European settlers with indelible borders to superimpose on foreign lands.  
36
 Montagu deftly switches registers from tulips to inbreeding among Europeans in the Turkish 
suburbs.  The cultivation of tulips, a seventeenth century import from Turkey, “comes to embody 
the . . . denaturalization of the claims of the ‘native’ and the ‘foreign’ in the figure of the migrant 
flower that accommodates itself to a new soil and a new climate” (Robinson 93).  Montagu 
seems to employ the trope of the tulip to imply the already existing cross-fertilization of Turkish 
and European culture.   
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37
 See Ellensweig, The Fringes of Belief: English Literature, Ancient Heresy, and the Politics of 
Freethinking, 1660-1760, who states, “the pious fraud taught that unbelief, however true, was not 
to be promulgated among the multitude. . . .[M]odern freethinkers learned that the fictions of 
religion functioned as an indispensible undergirding for the civic polity” (4). 
38
 Adam Beach even argues, “Montagu may be unique among British authors of the period in her 
active defense of slavery in the Ottoman Empire . . . because . . . it is necessary to sustain her 
larger feminist project of celebrating the luxurious lifestyles . . . of elite Ottoman women” (298). 
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Chapter 6 
The Limits of Imaginative Mapping in Defoe’s Robinson Crusoe Trilogy and A New Voyage 
 
 Many critics have commented on Robinson Crusoe’s psychological need to demarcate, 
define, and map “his” island in the widely read first part of the Robinson Crusoe trilogy, but 
because these readings do not account for Crusoe’s rejection of his island, his subsequent sea 
voyages, and his trek across Asia, they are not as persuasive as they otherwise would be in 
accounting for .  While most readers are familiar with Robinson Crusoe in which the hero travels 
to the New World and sets up profitable plantations before finding himself marooned on a 
Caribbean island, most are unfamiliar with parts two and three.  In Farther Adventures, Crusoe 
returns to his island, only to abandon it after he wearies of the colonial project administering to 
his islanders.  He chooses instead to gratify his “rambling” nature by sailing through southeast 
Asia and then trekking back to Europe through China and Russia.  In this novel, Crusoe’s 
stunning renunciation of his island—“I have now done with my Island and all Manner of 
Discourse about it”—is supremely ironic given readers’ fascination with it the past three hundred 
years (Farther Adventures 125).
1
  Serious Reflections, the third part, serves as metacommentary 
on the first two novels; in this work, Defoe even revises some of the cherished scenes in 
Robinson Crusoe.
2
  Recently, Defoe scholars have rekindled our interest in these novels, arguing 
that they undercut readings that interpret Crusoe’s island as the archetypal model of European 
colonialism.
3
 
 This essay seeks to extend this examination by considering the ways in which the three 
parts of Robinson Crusoe reorient our sense of Defoe’s hero as one who repeatedly evades 
opportunities for expanding Europe’s colonial enterprises.  Instead of focusing on his tiny 
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Caribbean island, Crusoe, in Farther Adventures of Robinson Crusoe (1719) and Serious 
Reflections during the Life and Surprising Adventures of Robinson Crusoe (1720), broadens his 
topographical concerns to salvage an identity dependent on geographic representations to 
authorize his colonial/commercial ventures.
4
  When he is embattled, Crusoe asserts a specifically 
English national identity characterized by the use of physical boundaries to create the impression 
of a natural nation-state that is, nevertheless, historically and geographically contingent and, 
therefore, can only further imperil his identity.  For Linda Colley, “This conviction of Britain’s 
physical identity, its very shape and place on the map, had been laid down by God points to the 
much more profound sense in which its inhabitants saw themselves, particularly in times of 
emergency, as a people apart” (18).  Yet he exports and adapts this mental map to make sense of 
new surroundings with increasingly devastating consequences.  Crusoe, carrying on the tradition 
Richard Helgerson first imputes to Richard Hakluyt, who brings about a “new map-conditioned 
sense of the world” (185), stimulating European powers to compete with one another to colonize 
the rest of the world, demonstrates how problematic this mindset is when travelers confront 
actual unfamiliar topographies (185).  In particular, I trace how Crusoe’s topographical-
mindedness undercuts his ability to handle situations that conflict with his cartographic view of 
the world, eventually dissipating his conception of English national identity as tied to borders.  
As the trilogy progresses, Crusoe’s cultural, national, and religious identity, initially determined 
by these mental geographic representations, becomes detached from topography, leading him to 
abandon or reframe his colonial and commercial ventures.
5
   
 In We, the People of Europe (2004), Etienne Balibar argues that at the turn of the 
eighteenth century the “construction [of political borders] resulted in the subjective 
interiorization of the idea of the border—the way individuals represent their place in the world to 
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themselves . . . by tracing in their imaginations impenetrable borders between groups to which 
they belong” (8).  With his imaginative mapping in the first part of the trilogy, Crusoe attempts 
to demarcate a subjectivity from indistinct hostile threats beyond the borders of the island, but 
this “subjective interiorization” is immediately threatened by native visitors to “his” island.  
Nevertheless, this topographical mindedness is so engrained he has difficulty abandoning this 
mindset and interacting with his surroundings on different terms.  After Crusoe maps the island 
in the first part of the trilogy he achieves a precarious version of the individual modern self 
“characterized by psychological depth, or interiority” that depends on the permanence of 
geographical boundaries (Wharman xi), but when he discovers the permeability of these 
geographical borders he returns to what Dror Wharman terms as the “premodern, ancien régime 
of identity” whose borders of the self were “mutable, malleable, unreliable, divisible, 
replaceable, transferable, manipulable, escapable, or otherwise fuzzy around the edges” (198).  
In other words, the liminal spaces and demarcations of borders problematize Crusoe’s English 
identity which seeks validation in property, economic and political control, and security.
6
   
 In this essay, I interrogate western obsessions with borders and the ways in which they 
challenge the imperialistic ambitions of Europeans.  In the first section, I analyze conceptions of 
England as a natural fortress and how Crusoe’s island experiments and ultimately dispenses with 
this model.  He feels secure that the island and his mastery over it can sustain a stable identity, 
but the permeable boundary of the beach—the site of cultural conflict—engenders a fragile 
identity instead of offering insular protection. In the following section, I view Crusoe’s 
interaction with his Russian counterpart, Prince ―, in Siberia, as his final desperate attempt to 
reassert a religio-economic identity in peripheral lands.  In the last and final section, I set Defoe’s 
last novel, A New Voyage Round the World (1725), against my analysis of the Crusoe trilogy.  
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While Crusoe eventually recognizes the futility of imaginative mapping to shape and reinforce 
national identity, Defoe, in New Voyage, offers generic maps of foreign lands and, consequently, 
nonthreatening natives.  These maps are easily assimilated but all the more disconcerting when 
the traveler tries to corroborate their mental map with the actual topography. He creates 
imagined topographies that he can then empty of threatening “others.”  This strategy, Defoe 
seems to suggest, ensures that imaginative mapping can supersede experiential reality.  
 
1. “A People Apart”?: Complicating English National Identity 
 Crusoe’s obsession with topography emerges early in Robinson Crusoe and recurs 
throughout the trilogy.  His claims in Farther Adventures that he never considered his island a 
colonial outpost contradicts the “secret Kind of Pleasure” that intoxicates him when he 
“Survey[s]” it in the first part, beginning his “more perfect Discovery” of the island (73, 72).7  
Mapping the territory systematically marks the island’s transition from a perilous and unfamiliar 
land to a colony; it implies an act of claiming ownership as boundaries define property.  This 
epistemological development from boundaries as demarcating physical space to boundaries as 
inscribing ideology appeals to Crusoe and accords with an early-eighteenth-century colonial 
mindset.  Matthew Edney writes, “Imperialism and mapmaking . . . are fundamentally concerned 
with territory and knowledge. . . . [K]knowledge of the territory is determined by geographic 
representations and most especially by the map.  Geography and empire are thus intimately and 
thoroughly interwoven” (1).  Yet, as Defoe discusses in Serious Reflections, the borders of the 
Christian world both reinforce European identities that are—and need to be—continually 
reinscribed and mark where threats exist.  As Crusoe reflects, “Pagans” inhabit northern Europe, 
and the “vast extent of Land” between Europe and Asia “is yet all Pagan” (203).8  European 
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settlements in America are also circumscribed by hostile territories: “this planting [in America] . 
. . is but a Point, a Handful, compar’d to . . . an Extent of Continent full of innumerable Nations 
of People unknown, undiscovered, never search’d into or indeed heard of” (SR 205).  When 
maps fail to account for these “unknown” and “undiscovered” peoples, they become ineffective 
ideological objects: instead of inculcating an ideology that can remain relatively stable across 
geographic boundaries, mapmakers leave their readers at the whim of whatever they discover in 
foreign lands.  Crusoe then, lamenting the fictions mapmakers perpetrate on unsuspecting 
travelers, seems to urge Europeans to grapple with their own tenuousness—a manifesto Defoe 
promptly ignores in New Voyage.  When maps or descriptions of foreign lands purposefully elide 
these “innumerable Nations,” they reveal imperial weaknesses insofar as geographic 
representations are employed to mask the futility of any colonizing project.   
 In his poem, The True-Born Englishman, a text that satirizes the English nobility’s 
insistence on their ancient ties to the island and uninterrupted home-grown genealogy, Defoe 
questions whether a stable national identity is a function of England’s geographical setting: 
[England’s] Open Harbours, and her Fertile Plains, 
The Merchants Glory these, and those the Swains, 
To ev’ry Barbarous Nation have betray’d her, 
Who Conquer her as oft as they Invade her. 
So Beauty guarded but by innocence 
That ruins her which should be her Defense. (89) 
The “Open Harbours” beckon foreign powers, rendering Britain an unprotected virgin who can 
be molested by every foreign nation that notices her charms.  His depiction of “Swains” who 
inhabit the interior of the island, as opposed to “Merchants” who flock to the coast, suggests that 
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the conception of Britain as an impenetrable island is a bygone, mythologized identity while the 
coastline promotes trade, economic codependence, and, therefore, a more fluid identity.  Rather 
than a bulwark against invading powers, the coastline, for Defoe, is a porous boundary and 
inviting conduit for outsiders to hybridize the British peoples.  The coastline, which Defoe tropes 
as a societal construction that creates an ideological border around the island, is unheeded by 
those who do not share the same cultural conventions or ignore them; this naïve insistence on 
adhering to an ideology not effective enough to psychologically inhibit outsiders “ruins” rather 
than protects a national identity. 
 In Robinson Crusoe and the first part of Farther Adventures, Defoe questions whether 
this geographical boundedness can continue to bolster a secure national identity.  Crusoe’s island 
stands metonymically for a concept of national identity that its inhabitants can interiorize.  
Crusoe must walk round the coastline and eventually sail around it to trace the contours of the 
island in his mind.  Crusoe first expresses the desire to map the island after he has convinced 
himself that “no humane Shape had ever set Foot upon that Place” (RC 72).  He says that 
“[h]aving now secur’d my Habitation, as I thought, fully to my Mind, I had a great Desire to 
make a more perfect Discovery of the Island” (72).  Once Crusoe has “secur’d” his dwelling, he 
can then begin, by exploration, to map the island systematically.  From the western most part of 
the island, Crusoe then “travell’d along the Shore of the Sea, towards the East . . . and then 
setting up a great Pole upon the Shore for a Mark, I concluded I would go Home again; and that 
the next Journey I took should be on the other Side of the Island, East from my Dwelling, and so 
round till I came to my Post again” (81).  He then advances to marine travel by surveying his 
island with a “Periagua” or canoe; he is “eager to view the Circumference of [his] little 
kingdom” (100).  Gradually internalizing the island’s topography peripatetically, he then wishes 
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to view it from the ocean.  Nature, though, intervenes and he loses his equanimity after “being 
driven from [his] beloved Island . . . into the wide Ocean, almost two leagues” by the current 
(102).  The unpredictability of the sea, in an odd way, leads him to rebind his identity to the 
island.  Just at the moment when Crusoe attempts to complete a survey around the island, the sea 
disrupts this project and confines him to the island.  Because he does not complete his 
topographical project, Crusoe multiplies his “in-between[ness],” that is, instead of neutralizing 
the threat the beach poses, the unpredictability of the sea forces him back to his “beloved Island” 
(Dening 157).  
 Crusoe’s first hint of other presences on the island―the “Print of a Man’s naked Foot on 
the Shore” (112)―leads him to realize that he himself is an interloper. Greg Dening describes 
“cross[ing] the beach” as an indeterminate phase that European visitors pass through when 
arriving or leaving an island. For Dening, crossing the beach—the site where the interactions 
between the so-called discoverer and the indigenes take place—is a metaphor for the European 
who must undergo disorientation and dislocation as he passes from a familiar world to one in 
which he is the alien: the Europeans “were strangers in their new societies” (3, 129).  In short 
Dening carefully notes the “shock” sailors registered on arrival, positing the European as the one 
whose equanimity is jolted when arriving on the coastlines of new lands and who must then 
(re)construct a coherent and stable identity (94).  Crusoe had protected himself from such shock 
because he “seem’d banished from human Society . . . circumscrib’d by the boundless Ocean” 
(113).  Once the native assumes physicality—Crusoe observes the “Print of a Man’s naked 
Foot”—he must adjust his preconceptions.  The footprint implodes Crusoe’s designs to subsume 
the physical and geographic traits of the island into a “totalizing image.”  Crusoe’s imaginative 
mapping—a form of possession (the island quickly becomes “his” island)—has no permanence 
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at these sites of cultural conflict.  If his wall-building exercises protected him and were designed 
to establish familiar enclosures from which to embark on expeditions to unknown parts of the 
island, then the map-making was supposed to authorize Crusoe’s sense of ownership of the 
island.   
 Crusoe’s “pensive, and sad” psychological reaction to the footprint indicates that the 
violation of the island’s “boundaries” threatens his sense of self (120).  Nancy Armstrong and 
Leonard Tennenhouse, in their discussion of Robinson Crusoe, describe “the production of 
irrationality—uninscribed territories which appear to be already there outside of language but are 
in fact produced by the work of fiction itself,” to “achieve rationality.”  Although their definition 
of irrationality employs a spatial vocabulary, they do not discuss how the footprint sparks 
Crusoe’s irrational fears.  The aborigine on the border of his newly-mapped territory—the 
“savage man” banished earlier in the novel—may be in “the form of a body that embodies 
irrationality” but his placement in the interstices of the island’s borders indicate precisely the 
sites where competing fictions collide (Armstrong and Tennenhouse 190, 188).  On one hand, 
colonizers achieve a sense of ownership by imaginative mapping and, on the other hand, fictive 
threats that externalize the irrational within are imagined on the border to indicate western 
insecurity toward colonial projects.  
 Crusoe blurs the distinction between the imaginary and the real when he tries to read the 
footprint as though it were a cartographic semiotic.  He both adds depth to the two-dimensional 
world of the map and treats the footprint in the terms that maps provide him: “there was exactly 
the very Print of a Foot, Toes, Heel, and every Part of a Foot.”  The foot, according to Crusoe, is 
a marking of a place humans inhabit, has distinct boundaries, and contains discrete elements—
the forefoot, “Heel,” and individual Toes—that map an enclosed entity.  This diagrammatic 
  
199 
 
representation of the footprint illustrates Crusoe’s attempt to convert this indefinite threat to a 
familiar framework. 
 This very epistemic uncertainty at border sites―Crusoe simultaneously attempts to 
assimilate real life into cartographic symbols and recognizes that maps cannot prepare explorers 
for what they encounter―plagues Crusoe throughout the trilogy. Farther Adventures explores 
how travelogues refract and conflict with experiential reality.  He spends his second stay on the 
island listening to Spanish colonists recount their trials on the island.  One group of Englishmen 
has repeatedly threatened their lives; at the same time, the planters have had to ward off native 
incursions.  Crusoe learns later from his partner “that they went on but poorly, were Malecontent 
with their long Stay there: That Will. Atkins was dead; that five of the Spaniards were come 
away . . . had had some Skirmishes with [natives from the surrounding islands]; and they begg’d 
[Crusoe] to think of the Promise I had made, to fetch them away” (126).  Crusoe’s efforts to 
reform Will Atkins that produces such an affective response and to bring about Christian 
marriages between native women and the colonists have not stabilized the colony.  Although he 
works toward establishing a Christian colony on the island, he does not remain on it to practice 
this religio-economic way of life; later missives from the colony validate this choice.  The first 
part of Farther Adventures affirms that a colony is too difficult to hold together for long periods 
of time and the threats of native incursions overwhelm European colonists.  Crusoe’s “dream” 
and “wandring Fancies” of “seeing [his] new Plantation in the Island and the Colony [he] left 
there” (6) should be thought of as a fantasy of a secure national identity.  He abandons his 
colonial mindset in favor of “rambling” and trading.   
 
2. Re-abandoning His Island: Finding Crusoe in Siberia 
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 At times, Crusoe spouts off absurd assertions of possible western hegemony in the Far 
East and, at others, he desperately overcompensates for European vulnerabilities in the region 
when he confronts superior cultures, suggesting his insecurity toward western dominance.  In 
both Farther Adventures and Serious Reflections, he cheers on western expansion into (and 
exploitation of) the East.  For example, in Serious Reflections, Crusoe expresses his confidence 
in the “Czar of Muscovy[’s]” ability to “march over the Desarts” of eastern Russia to China and 
attack the Chinese in order to spread Christianity throughout Asia (208).  And, in Farther 
Adventures, Crusoe, as I will discuss, is equally as dismissive of the Chinese and “Pagans.”  
Crusoe seems to retrace the route of Evert Ysbrant Ides’s commercial venture to China and back 
from Moscow; this trek by a European and the thorough cartographic projects that culminated in 
the 1689 Treaty of Nerchinsk seems partly to account for Crusoe’s confidence in Russian 
expansion and his own eagerness to embark on a similar trek.
9
  Yet his seeming endorsement of 
imperial expansion is undermined by Crusoe’s reaction to both powerful eastern states and 
indigenous cultures who present contrary examples of depictions of subdued non-European 
cultures once he arrives in the Far East. 
 Instead of celebrating European achievements, Crusoe deviates from routes that have 
been prescribed for him from past European traders, destabilizing Russian colonies and 
demonstrating his skepticism of Europe’s ability to carry out eastern expansion by capitalizing 
on its geographical familiarity with foreign lands.  Repeatedly, Crusoe undercuts the Russians’ 
assumed subjection of the Tartars and the fantasy that Russia will expand into China.  His 
tendency to expose the weaknesses and blind spots of Russian colonialism points to an 
ambivalence that masks a deeper psychological anxiety about whether geographic 
representations can secure a stable identity.  For Crusoe, geographic representations of the Far 
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East do not promise territorial gains or even facilitate his ability to navigate commercial routes. 
At one moment, he attacks the Tartars’ sacred sites, dismissing their culture.  After doing his 
utmost to stop his fellow shipmates from committing outrages on the natives of Madagascar, he 
uses the Europeans’ cruelty as an example in Tartary: “I related the Story of our Men at 
Madagascar, and how they burnt and sack’d the Village there . . . for their murdering one of our 
Men[;] when I had done, I added, that I thought we ought to do so to this Village” (FA 194).  
Crusoe/Defoe passionately believes that unlike the Russians and, before them, the Romans, 
Europeans cannot “civilize” the boundaries surrounding “civilized” Europe and other “Pagan” 
nations, developing these regions to increase trade, without supplementing their colonial 
ambitions by sincerely converting the natives.  In Russia, however, a Muscovite governor admits 
to Crusoe that “it was not so much the Concern of their Monarch to make the People Christians, 
as it was to make them Subjects” (203).  While in Serious Reflections, Crusoe thinks 
topologically about Russia and concludes that it is a Christian nation—he says because the Tsar 
is Christian “under the Plan I laid down,” all the inhabitants under his dominions must be 
Christian—in Farther Adventures Crusoe offers a different view.  Crusoe, provoked by the 
Tsar’s design for his nation-state—to make the nomadic tribes “Subjects” and not fully 
integrated Christian citizens—brutalizes the natives.  This senseless and brutal raid of their 
village, however, reveals the fragility of Russian outposts in Siberia (FA 197).  Crusoe and his 
fellow marauders sneak back to their beds to avoid capture, but the Russian governor, fearing 
war with the Tartars, betrays his fellow Christians: he “at last told [the Tartars] there was a 
Caravan gone towards Russia . . . and perhaps it was some of them, who had done them this 
injury” (FA 197-98).  He therefore directly opposes the Tsar’s edicts and control over his 
dominions when he offers to liberate his political enemies of the Tsar, forcing him to skirt the 
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Russian “Forts, planted Collonies and Garisons” that the Ides mission established (The 
Consolidator 30).  In this way, he transgresses limits and transverses boundary markers inscribed 
for him by previously explored routes. 
 For Crusoe, Russia is emblematic of topography’s hold over the European imagination. 
In Farther Adventures and Serious Reflections, he disparages the inhabitants of “many Parts of 
the Czar of Muscovy’s Dominions” for knowing little more than “the Name of Christ” (SR 202).  
His explanation of the “uncultivated” land in Siberia (FA 203) is not privately owned, denudes 
the land of administrative borders and property lines, transforming the interior of Russia into a 
blank space that exposes the limits of western conceptions of topography.  For example, in 
Serious Reflections, Crusoe extends the influence of Christian nation-states to include the regions 
they reach by commerce: “When we view the world geographically, take the Plan of the Globe . . 
. we may see indeed that a pretty large Spot of the whole, is at present under the Government of 
Christian Powers . . . or under the Influence of their Power and Commerce” (201).  He 
immediately undermines this extremely generous depiction of the reach of Christianity—he 
seems to conflate nations that trade with Christians as somehow under the “Influence” of that 
religion—when he qualifies his assessment of how much of the world actually adheres to the 
dictates of Christianity.  He proceeds to note “the mathematical Proportion that there is now to 
be observed upon the Plain of the Globe, and . . . how small a Part of the World it is, where the 
Christian Religion has really prevail’d, and is nationally profess’d, I speak of the Christian 
Religion, where it is . . . National, that is, in its utmost Latitude” (201-202).  Crusoe worries that 
few countries adhere to Christianity “in [their] utmost Latitude,” or in the farthest reaches of 
their national boundaries.  This passage illustrates Crusoe’s dilemma: boundaries mean nothing 
unless they enclose an imagined community among people who share religious or other cultural 
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characteristics.  Crusoe’s distinguishes between viewing the world “geographically” and 
recognizing the actual “mathematical Proportion” of Christians and non-Christians, thereby 
suggesting that technological and commercial superiority encourages Europeans to feel that they 
control more of the world than they actually do.  In short, he catches himself before he permits 
European charts that map the scope of their commercial activities and trading ports to overstate 
western influence. 
 Because geography determines identity for him, Crusoe cannot grasp a concept of a 
people unmoored from national boundaries.  Defoe, because of his Eurocentrism, has trouble 
defining the actual threat the indigenes pose in Asia as he applies an oxymoron to define the 
region of Tartary when he laments that they are “nationally” Pagan but “under no real 
Government”: “with the eastern unpeopl’d Desarts, bordering upon Asia, on the Way to China, 
and the vast Extent of Land on that Side, which tho’ nominally under the Dominion of Muscovy, 
is yet all Pagan, even nationally so, under no real Government, but of their own Pagan Customs” 
(SR 203).
10
  According to Crusoe, the Tartars are “under the Dominion of Muscovy,” but 
“nationally,” or throughout the region of their country, they practice undifferentiated “Pagan” 
customs.  But, he says, “since a Christian Monarch governs them, we must upon the Plan I laid 
down, call this a Christian Country” (SR 203).  Crusoe strictly adheres to the “Plan” he 
establishes.  In fact, he confuses “Plan” and “Plane” throughout this section, conflating 
topography with epistemology and exaggerating the bounds of “Europe.”  Because Crusoe 
depends upon a simple, uniform code to denote one nation, he subsumes the whole 
population―even the “utmost Latitude” of Russia―into a nominally Christian nation.  After all, 
the ability to represent unknown areas with maps and the increased exploitation of region go 
hand in hand:  “as [the] Navigation [of the River “Gammour” in northeastern Tartary] is of no 
  
204 
 
Use, because there is no Trade that way . . . so no Body that ever I heard of, has been curious 
enough, either to go down to the Mouth of it in Boats, or come up from the Mouth of it in Ships” 
(FA 191).  His almost tautological argument―no detailed maps exist of this river, so trade does 
not flourish in the area because Europeans to avoid navigating the river―suggest that he relies 
too heavily on topographical representations to spur exploration.   In this case, because 
Europeans have no maps of this area, they have left the area to the natives.  In A New Voyage, 
Defoe overcomes this problem by using generic topographical representations to exploit 
unknown lands.   
 Crusoe repeatedly demonstrates his anxiety over Russia’s failure to establish a 
recognizable border and China’s success at erecting one, which is ironic considering China’s 
conception that “[c]ivilization was . . . an empire without borders” (Mancall 3).  Crusoe says, 
“were not [the] distance [to China] inconceivably great from Muscovy, and was not the 
Muscovite Empire almost as rude, impotent, and ill-govern’d a Crowd of slaves as [the Chinese], 
the Czar of Muscovy might with much Ease drive them all out of their Country, and conquer 
them in one Campaign” (FA 174).11  The distance between Russian power centers and the Far 
East made Russian attempts to extend their empire eastward “more akin to the transoceanic 
power projection of western European maritime states” (Black 14). Crusoe’s need to create chaos 
in their colonies by exacerbating tensions between aborigines and Russians, expose Russian 
weakness, and transport an exiled prince who lives among strikingly similar Crusoean conditions 
back to Europe is revealed as repetition compulsion.  In this episode, Crusoe imagines an ideal 
community in the Far East in opposition to the “rude, impotent, and ill-govern’d” peoples he 
encounters there, replacing a powerful indigenous community with the elite of Russian society.  
He then not only mirrors his situation when he was marooned on his island but also rids the land 
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of threatening natives, underscoring the importance of including readings of Farther Adventures 
when analyzing Crusoe.  Although he proclaims that the Russians “might by this time have been 
Emperor of China,” his actions suggest his abandonment of the colonial project in both the West 
and the East.  
 Farther Adventures ends, fittingly, with Crusoe trying to salvage his colonial project in 
Siberia, only he has no desire to remain.  He endorses an internal (European) colony “founded” 
by those who seem to reject Russia’s transition into a modern European state and where traders 
prosper when they, like Crusoe in the Asian south seas, are not tied to any home country.    In 
Russia, however, a Muscovite governor admits to Crusoe that “it was not so much the Concern 
of their Monarch to make the People Christians, as it was to make them Subjects” (203).  This 
ectopia¸ “geographically delineated territories that escape political, legal, or rational 
boundaries,”12 in Siberia nominally under the law of the Tsar but outside the sphere of Russian 
government and control, reiterates Crusoe’s ambivalent treatment of European colonization and 
commerce.  After Crusoe crosses the Mongul/Chinese border, he meets a gentleman “banish’d 
by the Czar of Muscovy to Siberia” (FA 205).   When he inquires why he does not escape from 
this inhospitable land, the Muscovite responds, “we are surrounded . . . with stronger Things than 
Bars and Bolts; on the North Side an unnavigatable Ocean, where Ship never sail’d, and Boat 
never swam . . . Every other way . . . we have a Thousand Miles to pass through the Czar’s own 
Dominions, and By-ways utterly unpassable.”  Like the current that that traps Crusoe on his 
island, the “unnavigatable Ocean” and the expanse of “Desart” between him and central Russia 
bind the prince to “Tobolski.”  The frozen tundra of the north and Siberia’s isolation force 
Crusoe to acknowledge the validity of the prince’s argument, but he almost immediately 
responds, “I might certainly be made an Instrument to procure the Escape of this excellent 
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Person, and that whatever hazard I run, I would certainly try if I could carry him off” (209).  In 
this scene, Crusoe identifies with a man of comparable dispositions and in circumstances very 
similar to his own on his island.  After he informs the prince of his history in the Caribbean, the 
prince, replies, “with a Sigh . . . [t]hat he would not have exchang’d such a State of Life as Mine, 
to have been Czar of Muscovy” (205).  Despite the prince’s seeming sincerity, Crusoe, at 
“whatever hazard,” resolves to “carry him off” to Europe.13  He wants to transport him over the 
European/Asian border, transversing the barren borders that shaped his ascetic identity.  In this 
instance, Crusoe suggests that borders―no matter how permanent they seem―eventually 
transform as some group or nation-state lays claim them, marking these sites.   This prince, then, 
so assured of his austere identity determined by a barren and impassable border will eventually 
encounter the same destructive forces when these borders become sites of cultural conflict.        
 Although he declines Crusoe’s invitation to escape Siberia, the Muscovite sends his son 
“loaded with very rich Furs . . . which . . . amounted to a very great Value” (212).  Because he 
opposes the Tsar’s edicts (he liberates political enemies of the Tsar), Crusoe must skirt the well-
protected garrisons that house Russian soldiers: “we avoided coming in to the principal Towns 
and Cities, upon the great Road . . . because the Muscovite Garrisons which are kept there, are 
very curious and strict in their Observation of Travellers” (212).  While Crusoe and his partner 
buy goods in one port in the Far East and vend them in another, amassing enormous profits, he 
recognizes the limits of territorial power as he easily evades Russian outposts and officials but 
cannot as effortlessly subdue or steer around indigenous groups (FA 145).   
 At the close of Farther Adventures, Crusoe, while he acknowledges that Europe, in its 
present state, cannot expand into the Far East, he leaves a better version of himself, Prince —, 
who claims “that Virtue only makes a Man truly wise, rich, and great, and preserves him in the 
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Way to a superior happiness in a future State” (206).  Crusoe lauds this outlook, but has 
experienced the impossibility of actually sustaining a colony that practices this way of life.  
Siberia, a country, as Crusoe describes, “where the State Criminals of Muscovy . . . are all 
banish’d” serves for Crusoe as the ideal eastern Russian state, and the prince’s confession infuses 
significance into Crusoe’s mission to carry his son back to Europe.  Crusoe happily remarks that 
in the city of “Tobolski,” “full of Noblemen, Princes, Gentlemen,” and the like, it is “possible to 
meet with good Company . . . in a Country so barbarous as that of the most northerly Parts of 
Europe” (204).  This Crusoean ectopia, actually a prison camp surrounded by borders only 
impenetrable to Europeans and not to the “savages” that Europe desires to drive away from the 
borders of the continent or even eradicate, reveals the fantasy of the European boundary-creating 
project.  Only as an ectopia does Crusoe’s version of “Europe” exist; like Crusoe’s colony in the 
West Indies, this Russian “island” is merely part of the same colonial “dream.”  
 
3. South America: “[I]nfinitely [P]opulous” or “[P]erfectly [U]ncultivated”?   
 National Public Radio recently broadcast a story about the soon-to-be-completed 
Interoceanic Highway linking Brazil’s Atlantic coast with Peru Pacific ports.  Lourdes Garcia-
Navarro quotes Bruce Babbitt, former secretary of the interior during the Clinton administration, 
who states that the project fulfills Brazil’s “dream of three centuries, which is that even if there is 
not a Brazilian flag, at least there will be a Brazilian economy on the shores of the Pacific.”  As 
the Garcia-Navarro makes clear, the highway facilitates the expansion of illegal alluvial mining, 
exacerbates the human footprint on the Amazonian rain forest, and threatens traditional 
livelihoods.  Although Babbit mentions Manifest Destiny as the social imaginary that drives the 
project, a more appropriate precursor would be Defoe’s imagined voyage from Peru, across 
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South American, to Brazil in A New Voyage.  Superimposing an imperialist narrative only 
appropriate for the topography of a particular country is more apt than he knows. 
Anna Niell argues, “the often detailed natural and human histories included in the buccaneer 
journals appealed to those in scientific and official circles who saw that, along with opportunities 
for raw products and new markets, they offered significant contributions to the national 
geographical archive” (167). 
 The complications of the Old World, the infighting among European powers, and the 
contested meanings of borders dissolve in Defoe’s new-world fantasy, A New Voyage Round the 
World, a novel about English colonization in South America.  In this novel, Defoe simplifies and 
bleaches out the moral ambiguity of mapping that lays the groundwork for future exploration, 
categorizes unknown phenomena, and familiarizes exotic lands for Europeans.  The narrator’s 
conviction that his topographical depictions of a land overflowing with resources and 
opportunities will add fuel to readers’ colonial ambitions and override their skepticism implodes 
the fantasy itself.   
 The depictions of the interior of South America differ markedly from Crusoe’s sober 
acknowledgement of how little of the globe Europeans actually possess in Serious Reflections.  
In that work, his frantic account of the vast numbers of peoples throughout the interior of South 
America operates as a plea for a united holy war against the non-Christian world.  He claims that 
even one of these cities boasts a population “of two Millions of People” (SR 204).  Yet these 
innumerable South Americans vanish in many eighteenth-century maps.  Defoe and Herman 
Moll’s Atlas Geographus depicts South America as virtually unknown and unexplored aside 
from major rivers and a few coastal cities.  The frontispiece of A New Voyage shows an oddly 
crude outline of South America with no cities depicted whatsoever.   Compared to another 
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contemporary map, “A view of the coasts, countries and islands within the limits of the South-
Sea-Company” (1711), which simply remarks about the Amazonian interior that “this Country 
and its Inhabitants are very little known” but does show numerous western coastal cities, Defoe’s 
frontispiece is misleading at best and woefully out-of-date (see Figure 1).   
 
These “populous Cities and innumerable Nations” that stretch between the Orinoco River and the 
Amazon and beyond are nowhere to be found in Defoe’s frontispiece (SR 204).  This map, 
though, perfectly previews the depictions of the South American interior in Defoe’s A New 
Voyage.   
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 The narrator proposes new shipping routes to the South Seas and then the Americas 
instead of the normal western voyage around the Cape Horn to the East Indies.  In this 
hypothetical commercial venture, the English would vend their goods in the Philippines, 
accumulate Japanese and Chinese wares, and sell them in the American colonies instead of 
enriching the Far East by carrying loads of bullion to India and China in exchange for luxury 
items (40).  Chile exceeds the narrator’s wildest expectations when he discovers that it overflows 
with gold, seemingly rewarding the narrator’s innovative route.  As Rhonda Lemke Sanford 
reminds us, “In early modern maps that which is known is portrayed in much greater detail than 
that which is less familiar, or unknown, and the division between ‘here’ and ‘there,’ between 
‘home’ and ‘away,’ becomes quite vivid” (10).  Defoe seeks to neutralize the unknown threats by 
blurring the distinction between here and there, home and away; he opts to fill in this empty 
space with comparisons of the South American continent to a premodern England.  A Spaniard, 
who the unnamed narrator frees from imprisonment, informs the narrator that “This vast Tract of 
Land you see here [in South America], and some Hundreds of Miles every Way, which your Eye 
cannot reach to, is a fruitful . . . but perfectly uncultivated, and most of it uninhabited; and any 
nation in Europe, that thinks fit to settle in it, are free to do so” (210).  The vast countryside of 
South America, “fruitful, pleasant . . . and uninhabited,” assuages European fears of hostile 
native hordes.  Defoe’s depiction of the land almost acts as a parody of maps’ function to create 
a “totalizing image” from which to spread European colonization. 
 This novel can be constructively juxtaposed to Farther Adventures.  In this sequel, 
Crusoe caravans through Russia and China, lands with relatively long histories of exploration 
and contact and conflict between Europeans and natives, whereas the unnamed adventurer in A 
New Voyage saunters through a South American landscape that has witnessed very few English 
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predecessors and encounters only isolated pacific natives. In addition to “Sir Walter Raleigh[’s] . 
. . Voyage up the great River Oroonoque,” the narrator mentions Sir John Narbrough.  Initially, 
he scorns “their long journals, tedious accounts of their log work, how many leagues they sailed 
every day . . . [slight] variation[s] of the compass” (3).  In doing so, he firmly classifies these 
voyagers as too concerned with tedious navigational details, advertising modern expertise and 
his suggestions of how to maximize profit.  This passage suggests that the uncultivated land does 
not warrant precise measurements.  Their concern with the minutiae of cartography clearly irks 
him because Magellan’s careful soundings of the straits that bear his name indicate the attention 
to detail and laboriousness of these types of explorative missions.
14
  Because the narrator wants 
to draw settlers and merchants to these regions, he ridicules the difficulty of South American 
ventures.  For the crew in New Voyage, the whole trip to walk through the entire continent takes 
approximately 25 days (221); the only obstacle to their journey is internal strife. 
 Defoe’s setting, South America, seems like the ideal place to dazzle his English readers 
with fantastic accounts of the surroundings and peoples.  Although part of the ship’s mission is 
to “meet[] with extraordinary new discoveries,” the narrator claims that even the 
doctors/naturalists onboard showed little interest in searching the countryside for new biological 
and anthropological findings: “our Doctors themselves . . . were so taken up in the Traffick for 
Gold . . . they never went a Simpling . . . to enquire what the Earth brought forth that was rare 
and not to be found any where else” (NV 144).  In fact, his friend the Spaniard warns him, “but 
as to extraordinary Things, Rarities in Nature, and surprizing Incidents which Foreigners expect, 
I cannot say much to that” (193).  The “Traffick for Gold” reduces this transcontinental trek to 
every other past European, quasi-mythical journey.
15
  The lack of scientific and cultural curiosity 
inverts the colonial depiction of indigenes as cultureless (Calder et al. 19).  Although the new 
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voyager seems ahead of his time as he rouses his readers’ interest in natural history, he depicts 
how the economic imperative subsumes all the other facets of the voyage.
16
  It is easy to 
understand the crew’s indifference to South American biota when the narrator later claims that 
the continent resembles England.  The new voyager claims, “I never saw a Country in the World 
so like England” (226). Why should they trouble themselves to go “a Simpling” when the land 
looks so much like the land they embarked from?  The narrator is doubly reassured when he 
finds in modern day Argentina a “Cross, erected by Sir John Narbrough . . . signifying, That he 
had taken Possession of that Country in the name of King Charles II” (226).  That a cross on the 
beach remains from a venture several decades ago to reassure the narrator of an already 
Anglicized zone underscores the voyage’s disengagement from these sites of cultural conflict 
that fluster Crusoe or visiting Europeans.  
 The new voyager describes the Andes as prodigious mountains, but his discussion with 
his Spanish companion reveals that they should not inhibit determined Europeans from accessing 
the uninhabited continent.  The Spaniard scoffs at the voyager’s suppositions that the Andes are 
“a mere wall of mountains . . . like a fortification or boundary to a country” and assures him that 
“as for the Notion of the Hills being contiguous, like a Wall that had no Gates, that was all 
fabulous” (175).  This exchange subordinates the Andes from an imposing natural boundary, “so 
infinitely high, that no human Creature could live upon the Top,” to a poorly-made city wall.  
Popular lore about the Andes assumes that these natural boundaries circumscribe the uncharted 
interior and prospective explorers have been discouraged by the forbidding nature of this 
imposing geographic feature.  The rapacious Spanish, unlike the voyager, accept this border and 
have not reached the riches in the interior of the continent.  When the voyager fears that the 
Spanish have too strong a hold on the Americas to admit colonial rivals, the Spaniard insists that 
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“there is not one Spaniard to a Thousand Acres of Land” in Chile (171); he explains that the 
Spanish do not have the manpower to set up interior colonies in South America.  The Spanish, 
too indifferent or lazy and reviled by the natives who know the land, have not recognized that the 
valleys between the Andes mountains were the “most delightful Places to live . . . in the whole 
world . . . in the very Center of the Highest and most Dreadful Mountains” (NV 175).  For the 
voyager, the Andes are the ultimate refutation of the symbolic power of borders; these “Dreadful 
Mountains,” or seemingly impenetrable border, beckon would-be colonizers rather than repel 
them.   Neither the natives nor the Spanish have successfully established national boundaries and 
natural borders have been psychologically overcome, luring his English countrymen to these 
shores. 
 A New Voyage simultaneously reassures readers of the infinite riches of South America 
and questions whether his countrymen can contemplate a world without scarcity.  The men 
interact under the assumption that they will not be returning to access the gold and that resources 
are limited.  Although the narrator points out that so much gold abounds that he did “not . . . 
trouble myself to pick it up,” the men cannot adapt to the new environment. He asks the friendly 
Spaniard “Should the World know what Treasure you have here, I would not answer for it, that 
they should not flock hither in Armies and drive you all away” (216).  The Spaniard calmly 
replies, “They need not do that . . . for here is enough for them, and for us too” (216).  But when 
the crew arrives at “The Golden Lake” (216) “they went to work with such an avaricious rage 
that they seemed as if they were plundering an enemy’s camp, and that there was an army at 
hand to drive them from the place” (239).  Several other similar scenes (229, 231, 240, 249, 257) 
dot the trek before the crew finally meets up with the narrator’s ship off “Punta de St Helena” 
(224).  This novel then contains its own rebuke of the maps that are supposed to spur European 
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colonialism.  The blank interior of South America and the voyager’s insistence on the porosity of 
natural borders, do not offer westerners a paradisiastical haven that features the familiar 
topography of their homeland but, instead undercut European efforts to increase trade by 
concealing the real conditions of the continent.  Instead of describing conflict and contact as he 
does elsewhere between Europeans and indigenes in the Far East, Defoe presents generic 
topographic representations.  While Defoe presents a siren-like narrative to lure potential 
colonists, he does not offer a credible national imaginary to forge an enduring identity.   Because 
he does not bind his depictions to a unique aspect of the South American continent, he evokes 
little that potential colonists can access to inspire a shared imaginary.   
 Etienne Balibar’s formulation of “Europe” as a topographical designation that exploits 
citizens’ fixation with borders to “transform the universe into an extension of Europe” is a 
revealing model to examine Defoe’s work.  How can the “border-form” be practically exported 
when Crusoe acknowledges that borders are controlled or incessantly challenged by nonwhite 
cultures?  In Farther Adventures, Crusoe interchanges “Desart” with “Border,” rendering this 
project impossible.  When he travels into the region of Tartary, he says, “this was a kind of 
Border, that might be call’d no Man’s Land . . . there was no Care taken here, to preserve it from 
the Inroads of Thieves, and therefore it was reckon’d the worst Desart in the whole World” (FA 
185).  In this passage, borders are “no Man’s land,” or lawless places and not rigidly defined 
geographical or political boundaries.  When they are clearly defined―the coastline in Robinson 
Crusoe, vast tracts of snow and ice in Farther Adventures, or the Andes in A New 
Voyage―natural borders provide a false sense of security to those enclosed by them, inspire a 
drive to elude them, or beckon potential colonists, mocking pretensions of mapping, knowledge, 
and political authority.  “Europe,” or a mindset that fetishizes borders to encourage imperialism, 
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that was supposed to supersede “Christendom,” or an ideology that pits the European cultures 
against those of the Middle East to attempt to secure the survival of these western states against 
the encroaching Turks, falls apart when Crusoe expands his horizons and encounters powerful 
and developed countries in the Far East.
17
  As a result, the trilogy ends with Crusoe reverting and 
embracing the mindset that unites European powers under the “Christendom” model in regions 
that do not contain the historical resonances to make this designation applicable.  Crusoe wants 
to wage a worldwide “Crusado [or] War that would bring Eternal Honour to the Conquerors, and 
an Eternal Blessing to the People conquer’d” (SR 218).  Instead of deploying a sophisticated 
ideology that lays the foundation for future exploration, Crusoe advises that Europe adopt the 
practices of a marginalized country still on the edge of the known world, battling merely to 
ensure its survival.  
 
Notes 
                                                 
1
 Subsequent citations of Farther Adventures will hereafter be abbreviated FA.  
2
 Though largely ignored in the twentieth century, The Farther Adventures and Serious 
Reflections were viewed by earlier readers as Defoe intended them to be, that is, in “every Way 
as entertaining as the First” part (FA 3).  Prior to the twentieth century, readers rarely 
encountered versions that did not include at least the second part of the Robinson Crusoe trilogy, 
if not the third.  See Melissa Free, “Un-Erasing Crusoe: Farther Adventures in the Nineteenth 
Century,” Book History 9 (2006): 89-130. 
3
 See, among others, Hans Turley, “Robinson Crusoe and ‘True Christian’ Identity,” in Rum, 
Sodomy, and the Lash (1999), 128-158; Robert Markley, “I have now done with my island, and 
all manner of discourse about it”: Crusoe’s Farther Adventures in the Far East,” in The Far East 
and the English Imagination (2006), 177-209. 
4
 See among others, Michael Seidel, Robinson Crusoe: Island Myths and the Novel (1991): 
“Crusoe’s condition in isolation is such that all his extensions of self, property and parrot, are 
versions of himself” (65); also see Michael McKeon, The Origins of the English Novel (1987), 
315-37. 
5
 I am partly responding to Karen Barad’s call to rethink the “‘immediate givenness’ of the 
world.”  Barad states that “Questions of connectivity, boundary formation, and exclusion 
(topographical concerns) must supplement and inform concerns about positionality and location 
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(too often figured in purely geometrical terms)” (240).  Theoretical frameworks, though, too 
often emphasize spatial distinctions.  
6
 I use the term “problematize” in its Foucaultian sense, as defined by Michael Warner as “a 
problematic not just as an intellectual tangle, but as the practical horizon of intelligibility within 
which problems come to matter for people” (154).  As such, I seek to highlight how these literal 
boundaries create boundaries within representations of consciousness.  See his Publics and 
Counterpublics (2002). 
7
 Subsequent citations of Robinson Crusoe will hereafter be cited as RC. 
8
 Subsequent citations of Serious Reflections will hereafter cited as SR. 
9
 In another work in which Defoe demonstrates his familiarity with Ides’s successful commercial 
trek to China (it was a colossal failure as a diplomatic mission), he praises Peter the Great’s 
“indefatigable Industry” in establishing an overland trade with China: “this powerful Prince, to 
make this terrible Journey feasible . . .has built Forts, planted Collonies and Garisons at proper 
Distances” (The Consolidator 30). 
10
 The Tartars, for example, loom on the boundaries of Europe and within its territories.  
Russians had trouble “impos[ing] control over the Chukchi and Koryak tribes in the harsh 
environment of north-east Siberia” (Black, European Warfare 30). 
11
 Instead, to Crusoe’s chagrin, the Russians chose to wage war against the Swedes to expand 
their northern boundaries and develop diplomatic relations with the Chinese.  Russia’s choice to 
attack the much-feared Charles XII instead of the presumably more powerful Chinese indicates 
China’s influence in the Far East.  Crusoe laments, “I hear [the Tzar] is a growing Prince, and 
begins to appear formidable in the World[;] [had he] fallen this way, instead of attacking the 
warlike Swedes . . . he might by this time have been Emperor of China” (FA 174).  Crusoe 
suggests that “warlike Swedes” could defend themselves, while attacking the Chinese would 
have yielded relatively easy territorial gains.   
12
 For a definition of this term, see 2009 ASECS call for papers for the panel, “Eighteenth-
Century Ectopias.”  
13
 DeeAnn DeLuna describes the prince as a “self-mirroring figure” (74). 
14
 See Laurence Bergreen’s Over the Edge of the World for a riveting account of this voyage. 
15
 John McVeagh in his introduction to A New Voyage writes, he pays “verbal tribute” to the 
search for new lands.  “But both the commercial and imperial agendas prove more important 
than discovering knowledge” (20) 
16
 See for example, Imperial Eyes: Travel Writing and Transculturation, 26. 
17
 See H. D. Schmidt discusses how the Protestant Whigs popularized the use of term “Europe” 
to replace “Christendom” for political gain in the late-seventeenth and early eighteenth century. 
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